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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: GSW Wycko Transportation Review Comments
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 3:53:11 PM


Page 5.2-26:  Isn't Bicycle Route 40 slated to run along 17th on the edge of Potrero
Hill with a transition on 7th Street to 16th Street?


Pages 5.2-46 & 5.2-50:  Please address the configuration of bicycle lanes on 16th
Street between 3rd Street and Terry Francois, including designation not at the north
curb between Illinois and 3rd Streets.  This configuration is described on page 5.2-
153.


Page 5.2-62:  Please indicate the approximate volume of vehicles affected by the
forced left turn from northbound 3rd Street to 16th Street after arena events.


Pages 5.2-92 & 5.2-122:  The discussion of vehicle assignments to UCSF garages
needs to clarify that while these assignments were conservatively made based on
proximity to the arena, there is not a presumption that arena visitors will be able to
use UCSF parking and discuss likely differences in routings if UCSF parking were not
available..


Page 5.2-94, Figure 5.2-14B:  "No Event and Convention Event"


Page 5.2-134, Table 5.2-41:  A footnote should be added that indicates that 93% T-
Third capacity utilization is not considered a significant impact based on SFMTA's
standards for special events as discussed on page 5.2-137.


Pages 5.2-144 & 5.2-180:  In the impact statements, please substitute "... or create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians..." instead of "nor."


Page 5.2-149:  Please supplement to address accommodation of sidewalk widths
greater than 15 feet at key connection and bottlenecks on north side of 16th Street
adjacent to the arena.


Page 5.2-161:  Bulleted item #2 appears not to be fully accurate based on the
extensive passenger loading activities that would occur in these bicycle lanes.


Page 5.2-163:  In the 3rd sentence of the first full paragraph, please substitute "may"
instead of "... would also park within UCSF facilities..."


Page 5.2-169, Table 5.2-48:  Please clarify whether "existing" reflects conditions with
or without a Giants game.


Page 5.2-172:  Please clarify which of the adversely affected intersections would
have significant impacts even without overlapping evening events.


Page 5.2-178:  In order to assert that transit impacts would be less than significant
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with mitigation, please ascertain that additional transit services can and will be
provided.  This discussion glosses over the competition for space with overlapping
Giants games on the T-Third streetcars, in particular, before and after overlapping
events.


Page 5.2-199:  The final sentence in the first full paragraph could be interpreted as
concluding that traffic circling in the area seeking parking would cause a significant
pedestrian impact, which is not a reasonable basis for this conclusion.


Page 5.2-214:  The identification of 15 study intersection with significant impacts is
additively accurate but it should be noted that simultaneous significant impacts would
be more like 8-9 intersections and that the total of 15 affected intersections reflects
the additive total from various temporal scenarios.


Page 5.2-217, Table 5.2-63:  Why are cumulative impacts with a basketball game or
major arena event not presented for the T-Third and 22-Fillmore?
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Page 5.2-134, Table 5.2-41:  A footnote should be added that indicates that 93% T-
Third capacity utilization is not considered a significant impact based on SFMTA's
standards for special events as discussed on page 5.2-137.
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with mitigation, please ascertain that additional transit services can and will be
provided.  This discussion glosses over the competition for space with overlapping
Giants games on the T-Third streetcars, in particular, before and after overlapping
events.


Page 5.2-199:  The final sentence in the first full paragraph could be interpreted as
concluding that traffic circling in the area seeking parking would cause a significant
pedestrian impact, which is not a reasonable basis for this conclusion.


Page 5.2-214:  The identification of 15 study intersection with significant impacts is
additively accurate but it should be noted that simultaneous significant impacts would
be more like 8-9 intersections and that the total of 15 affected intersections reflects
the additive total from various temporal scenarios.


Page 5.2-217, Table 5.2-63:  Why are cumulative impacts with a basketball game or
major arena event not presented for the T-Third and 22-Fillmore?








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII); Jonathan Carey; Danielle Dowler; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Things for Tiffany to sign for GSW Project
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:06:36 PM


Catherine:
 


1.        Tiffany will need to sign/date the second AB900 notice that we agreed to send out after the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee concurs with the Governor’s determination for the
project.  We can expect to get that concurrence no later than June 1, and we can send the
AB900 notice immediately out after that concurrence.  The question that needs to be
answered by OCII/EP/CAO/Warriors is are we changing the second AB900 notice at all from
the first notice (e.g., are we adding “Second Notice” to the notice, or anything else)?


 
2.        There is also a Notice of Completion that will need to be sent to the State Clearinghouse


(when we sent out the Draft SEIR) that needs a signature from the Lead Agency.   The first
Notice of Completion (for the NOP)  that was submitted last November to the State
Clearinghouse was signed by Tiffany Bohee.  Although in practice, the NOC can be signed by
the environmental consultant on behalf of OCII; it’s your choice.
 


-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:10 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: RE: Need OCII Envelopes for GSW SEIR Noticing
 
I believe that I saw two large boxes in front with “envelops” on the label, so will see if those are the
new supply and pull you out enough. Will email once they are ready for pick up.
 
Also, could you please let us know if Tiffany will need to sign anything – AB900, EIR, etc. so that we
can be working to get her signature ahead of time (or at least make sure she will be available to
sign).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Need OCII Envelopes for GSW SEIR Noticing
Importance: High
 
Catherine (and cc:ing Sally as well):
 
We estimate we need 1,200 OCII additional envelopes from you in order to conduct the mailing the
ELDP notice and the NOA of Draft SEIR.
 
Would you please let me know when those will be available? – (we will need by next week); we can
have a courier pick them up from your offices.  Please let me know, and don’t hesitate to contact
me should you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: GSW at OCII Comm hearing
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 1:27:35 PM


Hi Catherine,
Following up on your request for attendees, Gail Hunter, Theo Ellington, and Rick Welts will be
attending on behalf of GSW at tomorrow’s OCII hearing.
Jesse and I will both be there too. Kate will be covering CEQA.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Jose Farran; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Re: GSW Wycko Transportation Review Comments
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 1:01:32 PM


Hi Bill
We are going through your comments, and will respond "formally" to them. 
However, we need some help with the following comment:
 


Page 5.2-149:  Please supplement to address accommodation of sidewalk 
widths greater than 15 feet at key connection and bottlenecks on north 
side of 16th Street adjacent to the arena.


Could you clarify what you are looking for? Page 5.2-149 to 5.2-150 mention the 
sidewalk and additional setbacks on 16th.
Here is the paragraph from the bottom of page 5.2-149.


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the 
event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with 
the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would 
operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of 
Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening 
peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, 
the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, 
would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event 
Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and 
pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Thanks.
Luba


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


On May 15, 2015, at 9:58 AM, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:jifarran@adavantconsulting.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org





1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 
From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 3:53 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: GSW Wycko Transportation Review Comments
 
Page 5.2-26:  Isn't Bicycle Route 40 slated to run along 17th on the edge 
of Potrero Hill with a transition on 7th Street to 16th Street?
 
Pages 5.2-46 & 5.2-50:  Please address the configuration of bicycle lanes 
on 16th Street between 3rd Street and Terry Francois, including 
designation not at the north curb between Illinois and 3rd Streets.  This 
configuration is described on page 5.2-153.
 
Page 5.2-62:  Please indicate the approximate volume of vehicles affected 
by the forced left turn from northbound 3rd Street to 16th Street after 
arena events.
 
Pages 5.2-92 & 5.2-122:  The discussion of vehicle assignments to UCSF 
garages needs to clarify that while these assignments were conservatively 
made based on proximity to the arena, there is not a presumption that 
arena visitors will be able to use UCSF parking and discuss likely 
differences in routings if UCSF parking were not available..
 
Page 5.2-94, Figure 5.2-14B:  "No Event and Convention Event"
 
Page 5.2-134, Table 5.2-41:  A footnote should be added that indicates 
that 93% T-Third capacity utilization is not considered a significant impact 
based on SFMTA's standards for special events as discussed on page 
5.2-137.
 
Pages 5.2-144 & 5.2-180:  In the impact statements, please substitute "... 
or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians..." instead of 
"nor."
 
Page 5.2-149:  Please supplement to address accommodation of sidewalk 
widths greater than 15 feet at key connection and bottlenecks on north 
side of 16th Street adjacent to the arena.
 
Page 5.2-161:  Bulleted item #2 appears not to be fully accurate based on 
the extensive passenger loading activities that would occur in these 
bicycle lanes.
 
Page 5.2-163:  In the 3rd sentence of the first full paragraph, please 
substitute "may" instead of "... would also park within UCSF facilities..."
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Page 5.2-169, Table 5.2-48:  Please clarify whether "existing" reflects 
conditions with or without a Giants game.
 
Page 5.2-172:  Please clarify which of the adversely affected intersections 
would have significant impacts even without overlapping evening events.
 
Page 5.2-178:  In order to assert that transit impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation, please ascertain that additional transit services 
can and will be provided.  This discussion glosses over the competition for 
space with overlapping Giants games on the T-Third streetcars, in 
particular, before and after overlapping events.
 
Page 5.2-199:  The final sentence in the first full paragraph could be 
interpreted as concluding that traffic circling in the area seeking parking 
would cause a significant pedestrian impact, which is not a reasonable 
basis for this conclusion.
 
Page 5.2-214:  The identification of 15 study intersection with significant 
impacts is additively accurate but it should be noted that simultaneous 
significant impacts would be more like 8-9 intersections and that the total 
of 15 affected intersections reflects the additive total from various temporal 
scenarios.
 
Page 5.2-217, Table 5.2-63:  Why are cumulative impacts with a 
basketball game or major arena event not presented for the T-Third and 
22-Fillmore?








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII); Jonathan Carey; Danielle Dowler; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: Things for Tiffany to sign for GSW Project
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 2:06:37 PM


Catherine:
 


1.        Tiffany will need to sign/date the second AB900 notice that we agreed to send out after the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee concurs with the Governor’s determination for the
project.  We can expect to get that concurrence no later than June 1, and we can send the
AB900 notice immediately out after that concurrence.  The question that needs to be
answered by OCII/EP/CAO/Warriors is are we changing the second AB900 notice at all from
the first notice (e.g., are we adding “Second Notice” to the notice, or anything else)?


 
2.        There is also a Notice of Completion that will need to be sent to the State Clearinghouse


(when we sent out the Draft SEIR) that needs a signature from the Lead Agency.   The first
Notice of Completion (for the NOP)  that was submitted last November to the State
Clearinghouse was signed by Tiffany Bohee.  Although in practice, the NOC can be signed by
the environmental consultant on behalf of OCII; it’s your choice.
 


-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:10 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: RE: Need OCII Envelopes for GSW SEIR Noticing
 
I believe that I saw two large boxes in front with “envelops” on the label, so will see if those are the
new supply and pull you out enough. Will email once they are ready for pick up.
 
Also, could you please let us know if Tiffany will need to sign anything – AB900, EIR, etc. so that we
can be working to get her signature ahead of time (or at least make sure she will be available to
sign).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Need OCII Envelopes for GSW SEIR Noticing
Importance: High
 
Catherine (and cc:ing Sally as well):
 
We estimate we need 1,200 OCII additional envelopes from you in order to conduct the mailing the
ELDP notice and the NOA of Draft SEIR.
 
Would you please let me know when those will be available? – (we will need by next week); we can
have a courier pick them up from your offices.  Please let me know, and don’t hesitate to contact
me should you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Joyce; Paul Mitchell; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com; wyckowilliam@comcast.net;


Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Sekhri, Neil; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly,


Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: Transportation Section Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:57:34 PM
Attachments: image003.png


5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_RMMComment+GSWComment.docx


Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke may submit
additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This passage uses jargon that may not be accessible to the general public.  Add explanatory footnote?


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay area. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 	Comment by Whit Manley: What is a “cycle track” and how does that differ from a bicycle lane?


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is an east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: Has the City approved the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, or is it still a proposal? [4: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:	Comment by Whit Manley: How were the 21 study intersections selected?  Note that the MB EIR studied 41 intersections.  If this is explained in Appendix TR, drop a footnote with a cross-reference.  Confirm that study-area intersections were selected in a manner consistent with the City’s traffic study guidelines.


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 	Comment by Whit Manley: The tables refer to the p.m. peak s 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.	Comment by Whit Manley: I assume the amount of traffic assigned to this extension was based on the traffic study performed in the MB EIR.  Correct?


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. These counts were performed in order to confirm that the traffic studies accurately predicted traffic volumes and patterns associated with these newly opened facilities.  The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.  Once the Owens Street extension is opened, some of the traffic accessing the facility will shift from Fourth Street to the extension.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that adopted by the Citywere included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.	Comment by Whit Manley: Ambiguous.  Were these implemented?  Are they being implemented?


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.	Comment by Whit Manley: Text refers to p.m. peak hour as from 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  I believe 4 to 6 is right.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.	Comment by Whit Manley: When were counts obtained?  If same as for other counts, drop footnote – want to make clear counts are relatively recent.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per the redline (my question, Luba’s reply): The group should briefly discuss why, since our last work session, the 8th/Harrison St. ramp has not been added to freeway ramp discussion. Luba notes it was evaluated and rejected because it would “not necessarily reduce the impact at the Fifth Street ramp”; isn’t it still worth summarizing that fact in the document and demonstrating that we checked the option? 


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this with or without the signal currently being installed at this on-ramp?


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 -hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider providing footnote describing current status of Muni Forward project.  When do we anticipate a decision being made?


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.	Comment by Whit Manley: Alternative to what?  


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor.	Comment by Whit Manley: The definition in this footnote refers to “transit volumes.”  I assume this reference is to transportation volumes generally, rather than to public transit volumes.  True?  Please clarify. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour; this focus is appropriate because . . . . [transit volumes are heaviest during the p.m. peak hour?]. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. [footnoteRef:10] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.	Comment by Whit Manley: It’s not clear elsewhere whether the 22 Fillmore TPP has been approved.  The text here, however, appears to assume that it has been approved.  If not approved, explain why it is appropriate to assume that it will be implemented by 2020.	Comment by Whit Manley: This footnote is designed to satisfy the requirements of the Neighbors for Smart Rail decision with respect to the use of a “future baseline.”  Should be reviewed carefully to confirm accuracy. [10:  	Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within in which the proposed project will become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year.  Focusing on the transit system as it currently exists would be misleading, since these transit improvements are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the project becomes operational.  ] 



Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this also used as a “significance threshold” for purposes of determining whether transit impacts will occur?  Is this guidance formally adopted by Muni?  If so, drop footnote citing to guidance.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:11] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [11: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:12]  [12: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).	Comment by Whit Manley: Drop footnote explaining how “parking study area” was determined – e.g., the distance that people will walk to attend function at project.


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:13] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [13: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and. uUp to 12 post-season games are possible, generally in October. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:14] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:15] [14: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [15: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,5400 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross; in this fashion, pedestrians are prevented from shutting , and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow, and from obstructing  and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:16]  [16: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:17] [17: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda,  and Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. 


· In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or following a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:19] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [19: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: The text notes above that pedestrians often spill into traffic lanes while crossing Lefty O’Doul Bridge.  Travel lanes on the bridge are restricted in order to accommodate the volume of pedestrians.  Worth noting here in a footnote?  E.g., “Heavier pedestrian volumes before or after a game are located further north along Third Street, outside the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.”


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increases from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this based on actual observations or on modeling? 	Comment by Whit Manley: “would increase” suggests this is based on modeling, rather than on actual data.


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:20] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels; 	Comment by Whit Manley: At times, the analysis appears to use a “5%” rule for traffic added to an intersection that is already at LOS E or F.  Is this the threshold that is used?  If so, cite a source (e.g. SF Traffic Guidelines) for  the use of this threshold, if one exists. [20: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.	Comment by Whit Manley: The Sacramento Kings arena included an analysis of traffic impacts during construction.  Query whether such an analysis ought to be included, given the length of time required for construction; such an analysis could be included in an appendix.  For the Kings arena, mitigation consisted of preparing and implementing a Construction Traffic Management Plan to reduce conflicts.  Here, such a plan is included as an Improvement Measure.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:21] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [21:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection. This intersection , and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled. This intersection, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:22] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [22: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:23] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [23: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback?


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:24] would be installed at the following intersections: [24: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:25] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [25: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:26] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [26: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.	Comment by Whit Manley: Attached as an appendix?  Available for review at the Planning Department?


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:27] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [27: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street
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PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:
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· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Not in GSW’s TMP. Need to clarify responsibility for implementing if not part of TMP/project description. 


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Breakdown of GSW/event center employees vs. on-site tenants is still not consistent with the language GSW provided and the policies contained therein with which we can comply. Please review (4/29 transmittal to the City, aligned with edits below): https://www.dropbox.com/s/4qd4iz6hqbkfxbk/2015.04.29_Transportation_Demand_Management_Modified_List_GSWResponse_V6.docx?dl=0 


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for Project Sponsor and/or all on-site employees:





Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:28] [28: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for Golden State Warriors employees: 


Policy/Operations


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) (valet bike operations are during events only)


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:29][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [29: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining: 


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 	Comment by Whit Manley: These performance standards are part of the TMP, and therefore they are proposed by the applicant itself, rather than by the agency.  It would be helpful to understand where these performance standards came from – whether they are based on data indicating what reasonably can be achieved via a TMP in this sort of a setting, or whether they are based on a “target” that needs to be achieved to avoid transportation impacts.  What happens if performance standard is not achieved?  Will additional TMP measures be implemented until performance standard is achieved?  Need to make sure performance standard is feasible and enforceable.


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:30] following an event, if desired. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Would like the group’s verification that my language in the footnote below (new for ADSEIR2) does not contradict other assumptions about departure patterns.  [30: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 	Comment by Current User: Aside from pricing, what other mechanisms are available?


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 	Comment by Current User: Such campaigns already appear to be part of the TMP.  Consider revising to state “Expand media campaigns . . .”


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Already included above re: exploring the $4.50 Clipper card bundling. 


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines issued by the Planning Department in 2002 (SF Guidelines 2002), which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:31] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [31: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario also represents the most severe possible conditions for a sold out evening concert of the same approximate attendance level. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.	Comment by Current User: Any analysis of freeway mainlines? Likely to get comments.  Consultations with Caltrans re: scope of analysis of Caltrans facilities?


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site); this time frame coincides with the end of the normal work day for those working at the site. 	Comment by Current User: Is this when peak transit utilization occurs?


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling away from the event center following evening games or concerts.


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.  (As explained below, both of these projects are approved and funded and are scheduled to become operational in the near future.)  For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of standing passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:32]  [32: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:33] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [33: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:34] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [34: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.	Comment by Current User: Five seems too low.  Couldn’t the Warriors play up to 16 home games during the playoffs, at least in theory?  If so, Giants home games would overlap with more than five.  Consider dropping footnote explaining how this number was calculated.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendeses) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts) annually. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:35] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [35: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors. The adjustments are described in the report at Appendix TR.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:36] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [36: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.	Comment by Current User: Explain.  Is this because the new arena will be located in an urban setting that might encourage people to come to games earlier than they might at Oracle, given its more isolated setting?


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:37] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [37: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use. , and because it is expected that sSome of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area on non-event days). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:38] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park.	Comment by Current User: In other words, parking near the event center is both closer to, and more prominent than, the parking facilities close to AT&T Park?  I.e., relatively closer and easier to find. [38: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is currently constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edit presumes this is referring to the Central Subway	Comment by Current User: Is the south end of the line located nearby?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Use of word “subway” is confusing. Do you just mean light rail tracks?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Currently motor coaches, though 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) was developed that wouldto operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would thereby provide providing additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus lines was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor (explanatory parenthetical here?) and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility ofpotential for some buses to turn around at the end of their trip and return to the event center to pick up additional passengers.


As a result of this balancing ofcombination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the TSP, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was thewas then incorporated into assumed to be part of  the proposed project as an intrinsic element of its design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan – that is, without the incorporation of this design feature – are included at the end of this section.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is the only sentence of the new description that confuses me (generally, extremely helpful addition). What further refinement occurred and why? 


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball game would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On a weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Could clarify that “conservative” here = widely distributed. Then in turn need to explain why  it’s more conservative to assume cars are all over the neighborhood (wouldn’t that “dilute” some of the traffic at certain intersections…?). 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:39] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:40] [39: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [40: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would also be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and by time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by place of origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by place of origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The first phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third) opened in 2007.  The second phase of the T Third is tThe Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction of the Central Subway Project is currently underway.  T, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 	Comment by Current User: If EIR is going to note the proposal to reconfigure Caltrain and I-280, then this would be a logical place to insert a paragraph.  The text would characterize the proposal as preliminary and speculative, but acknowledge that the proposal has been made.


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includesd additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.	Comment by Current User: It’s not entirely clear what this means – consider elaborating.  Does it mean that weekend traffic is scaled up by the same percentage as weekday traffic?


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: Query whether this conclusion should be changed to significant but can be avoided with mitigation, with the mitigation being the requirement to prepare and implement a construction traffic management plan requiring ongoing monitoring and coordination to deal with traffic impacts if/when they arise.  This approach would be consistent with the approach reflected in the UCSF LRDP EIR.

Note the text contains a description of the sort of coordination and planning that will happen as a matter of course.  Some of this text could get incorporated into a mitigation measure, since it resembles the sort of information that goes into a construction traffic mitigation plan.  I.e., the “improvement measure” listed below would be changed to a “mitigation measure.”  If this approach is taken, (1) the City would have less discretion to reject this measure, and (2) if adopted, the measure would be easier to track and enforce, and the City would have less discretion to delete it in the future.  At the same time, we would take away the argument that the commitment to address construction traffic is illusory. 

In looking at the schedule, the period with peak impacts would appear to be excavation, which will last three months, and run an average of 75 trucks per day.    This is the highest volume of construction traffic, and it will last for several months.  Note that the Caltrans letter asked for an analysis of impacts associated with this activity on Caltrans facilities.


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:41] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduceavoid any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [41: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:42]  [42: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Assuming this is true, the text should note that these routes are appropriate for trucks transporting excavated soils from the site.  Is there any indication of where the excavated soil may go?  E.g.:  “As noted above, construction of the event center includes excavation of soil from the site.  The routes described below are appropriate for use by trucks hauling excavated soil.  The sites where the soil will be deposited have not been determined.  Potential sites include  . . . . .  Deposit sites will be subject to review and approval by SFMTA as part of the permit process.”


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Only 16th St. is actually adjacent to blocks 33/34 – odd list of streets to cite? Campus doesn’t matter as much as project site. 


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, it may be worth considering identifying this impact as potential significant, but avoidable via mitigation – e.g., the same approach as the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project areavicinity, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers). 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for ensuring that themonitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





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












[bookmark: _Toc412731501]Insert Figure 15	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without a SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios 






[bookmark: _Toc412731502]Insert Figure 16	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios 






table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:43] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: This analysis is likely to draw comment.  Is there a way we can describe the criterion used to determine whether the amount of traffic added to a failing intersection is cumulatively considerable?  Or is it a matter of professional judgment?  Recurring issue in the analysis that follows. [43: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum parking demand. This level of parking demand , and therefore can be accommodated at the project site. In other words, the p.m. peak hour coincides with a period when the on-site parking garage can accommodate all of the parking demand generated by the project under this scenario.  For this reason, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits designed to make the discussion a little more accessible.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paidpre-issued on-site parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Would this be more accurate in light of the fact that not all the passes would be pre-paid?  Elsewhere, the text states some passes will be issued to “VIPs”.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F.  These changes are , and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area [route?] after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead choose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth/ Channel (PCO location) would worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider drafting a technical memorandum addressing each of the seven intersections.  Is it feasible to acquire the right-of-way necessary to expand the intersection?  Are there other constraints (e.g. limited freeway capacity) that would make it futile to expand the intersection?  This level of detail does not need to be in the EIR, but it would be helpful to have a discussion of each intersection in the record.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edits below align write-up with GSW-submitted language from 4/23 (most recent): 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/bramx1abfjx2wps/2015.04.23_Trans%20new%20mit%20measures_DRAFT_GSWComment-V4-Clean.doc?dl=0 

Please modify accordingly. 


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:44] These strategies could include the following: [44: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreementscooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:45] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [45: 	] 



· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to use commercially reasonable efforts to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection withfollowing signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to provide Transit Far Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49E.47 through E.50 were adopted developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Not all of the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures were adopted. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – should provide some explanation why contribution to these ramps is not cumulatively considerable.  Identify criteria used to determine whether contribution is cumulatively considerable, and then apply to data.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.  


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the I-80 westbound freeway ramp impact at Fifth/Harrison s because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations at this ramp would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations at Fifth/Harrison would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, should indicate in memorandum to the file whether acquisition of ROW is feasible in this location

Text refers to ramps generally, and not just the ramp at Fifth/Harrison.  The analysis, however, indicates that there are no other significant impacts to ramps; the other impacts are not cumulatively considerable, so the duty to mitigate (and the feasibility of mitigation) would not arise.	Comment by Whit Manley: Does the list of measures apply to an off-ramp?	Comment by Whit Manley: Based on consultations, has Caltrans indicated any desire to look at modifying the ramp at Fifth/Harrison, or at the other failing ramps, or would Caltrans agree that modifications are infeasible?   	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this just one impact, to the Fifth/Harrison ramp?  Or are there others?


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As explained above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid this impact.  The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour because of reduced service and lengthier headways. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0	Comment by Whit Manley: Why bold?


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations.  The study shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.  The project sponsor shall fund the physical improvements approved by the City based on the study’s recommendations.


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new regional transit trips to and from outside of San Francisco (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new regional transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new regional transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this because Caltrans does not run many northbound trains during the p.m. peak hour?


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).	Comment by Whit Manley: Do the Giants provide funding to Caltrain to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.	Comment by Whit Manley: GGF runs special ferry service to AT&T.  Do the Giants provide funding to GGF to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service	Comment by Whit Manley: These measures are likely to result in comments calling upon the project sponsor to provide funding.  What will the response be?


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback? 


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour
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			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, drop a footnote indicating that similar methods have been used at AT&T park, and have been found to be feasible and effective.


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:	Comment by Whit Manley: Why not “shall”?  The listed measures appear to all be feasible and standard.


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is there any scenario in which vehicle queuing could back up so as to affect UCSF hospital access?  If not, it would be helpful to point that out.  The LOS analysis suggests that such queuing would not occur, but LOS is a little different from queuing analysis, so a further discussion of this issue, if possible, would be appropriate.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, note that PCOs will be stationed at intersections in the vicinity to make sure that traffic is directed away from Owens and 16th Streets.


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). These PCOs would direct traffic away from the access points to UCSF facilities on 1th and Owen Streets. No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Imported from another traffic-related measure.	Comment by Whit Manley: If the study determines that this extension is feasible and will be beneficial, will the project sponsor implement it?


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this an issue with respect to emergency access to the hospital?	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, if possible the text should explain how the consultant determined whether some contributions were “cumulatively considerable,” and others were not.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, , for which the Basketball Game scenario would  was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, ; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant.for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These includeintersections are:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures described above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use ofusing off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providingsion of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if If such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But However, drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site, such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal temporary or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time,, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Does not look like the last GSW-approved iteration. Please confirm.


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the ramp that is LOS F already, so the issue is whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable.  As noted above, text should explain why this contribution is not cumulatively considerable.  Given that this issue recurs, it may make sense to draft a separate paragraph focusing on this issue, and then referring back to that discussion as it recurs.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that Caltrans has not planned or proposed improvements to these ramps.  Consider separate memorandum explaining why ramps are constrained such that improvements are infeasible (e.g. inadequate ROW). 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I don’t follow. Is this incremental service or diversion of existing/planned service, including the TSP for Warriors fans headed to event center? 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Confusing. To supplement T Third demand? To divert? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is new. If these services are needed why weren’t they folded into the TSP? Are these extra shuttle buses limited to event patrons en route to/from one of the two venues, or is this incremental public transit? Pls confirm GSW responsibility is just to work with MBTCC and SFMTA, not to pay for such service. 


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that queuing problems would not obstruct access to the UCSF emergency room.  LOS in this area appears to be poor under the “overlapping events” scenario.


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the flip side “cumulatively considerable” issue noted above, except in this case the project’s contribution is such that a failing intersection where the impact will become substantially more severe.  It would be helpful to note, as above, what criteria was used to determine whether the impact would be cumulatively considerable. 






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring	Comment by Whit Manley: See cover note.


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.	Comment by Whit Manley: How were these performance standards determined?  Is this the maximum reduction in auto mode share that is considered feasible in this location?  It would be helpful to explain the basis for these standards.   


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We won’t have enough docks in the project vicinity for high volumes of guests to utilize bike share around event time (i.e., they will arrive and have nowhere to place the bike). Would rather incentivize guests arriving with their own bike. 


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, tThe proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:	Comment by Whit Manley: Not clear what this introductory phrase adds to the sentence.


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would choose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project couldwould not result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Whit Manley: Summary of impacts seems to be inconsistent with following text.  See edits.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See below. I don’t see why we’d have a mit measure for additional personnel for precisely this reason. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: But aren’t there fewer pedestrian trips FROM TRANSIT (not pedestrian trips in total but, for instance, someone walking from Caltrain or ferry)? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Isn’t this a PCO’s job? 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Annually, or just before the first? [49: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Why would the shift away from transit result in dispersal of auto trips?  Because drivers would have to travel to more far flung garages?  Please explain.	Comment by Whit Manley: No queuing problem at UCSF hospital entrance?


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would could overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Don’t we need to cite information of this type, especially for projects that don’t have approved Major Phase or BCSD yet? 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Why does it matter how they enter the campus, vs how they approach the UCSF (or GSW) project site?  [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront ParkP22 directly to the east of the project site would begin followingand the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard , and would be completed by 2018. are triggered by development on Blocks 29-32 and would be implemented by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Have begun 


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We don’t have confirmed enough info on construction schedule for these projects to know, though – right? If we do, please include it as you did for Uber and 33/34 above. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: What criteria was used to determine whether contribution would be cumulatively considerable?


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is “more than 5 percent” the criterion used to determine whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, is this threshold derived from the SF Traffic Guidelines or some other guidance document?  If it is, recommend citing the guidance.


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not have a cumulatively contribute considerabley contribution to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect cumulative impact not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, is a contribution of 5% or more to cumulative conditions the threshold for determining whether the contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, cite source for that threshold.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this paragraph needed?  It is repeating earlier conclusions re: project specific impacts, and does not address cumulative conditions.  Consider deleting.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this correct?  Utilization appears to be under 100% in the year 2040.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, add that vehicle queuing would not block hospital entrance.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage.	Comment by Whit Manley: “VIP” seems like the wrong word. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








Instances in which the demand exceeds the supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially by means of on the –street parking.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.	Comment by Whit Manley: Missing words.  Should be “on those days”?


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 7170 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits are to make numbers match up with those on preceding page.  Differences probably just a result of rounding.


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: And new transit resources, and cultural shifts…


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall hasd been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%	Comment by Whit Manley: Should this be shaded?








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination unavailability of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during an overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as a subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects estimates the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate convey project crane activity schedule with to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? How do we avoid working at height? I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? I presume we’re already compressing our construction time to the extent feasible. I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· lower cranes at night and when not in use	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is not feasible. Directly from our GC: “Tower cranes cannot be lowered at night.  Once erected they will remain until dismantled and removed from the site.” 

Perhaps we can state we would clearly mark with lights. 






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended supplemented did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: First time GSW has seen these assumptions (not vetted prior to ADSEIR2 distribution). I am vetting internally and hope to have verification or additional/alternative info by Thursday’s meeting. 


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Scheduled in advance, just like the helicopter flights. Worth noting because it increases our opportunities for cooperation and issue avoidance. See following comment. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: The rest of this write-up requires a larger discussion. Much of this belongs in the substantive approvals discussion we’ll have with OCII staff about a holistic signage/lighting plan design unique to arena standards and needs. As a reminder there is important context here – signage/lighting is a key component of the financial feasibility of the building because of its strong linkages to corporate partnership and programming. 

All that should be needed to verify adequate mitigation for CEQA purposes is advance coordination/scheduling and the development of guidelines and communications plans (all described below). Since both events and helicopter flights are pre-planned, there should not also be wholesale bans on particular lighting types or display installations – just restrictions on time/date of use (a designated period before/after flights, for instance) if proven necessary. 

Thanks. 


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television lighted screens	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I presume this is referring to LED screen or similar technology?


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· Projection lighting 


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comment above.


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: These items alone should take care of all the others. We know when events will occur, and when helicopter flights are scheduled. The other measures seem extraneous if careful coordination and communication occurs.


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.
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local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, 



and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they 



had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta 



earthquake. 



5.2.2.2 Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures 



Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay 



Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment 



Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also 



included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation 



Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure 



improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 



study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 



30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area. 



The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study 



intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with 



mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 



16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent 
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Hi Catherine,
 
I’m attaching our most recently revised template for the Project Data Summaries, which will be
shared across all the updated packages. Can you take a look and make sure we have incorporated all
of OCII’s comments from the drafts?
 
When you get a chance, we’d appreciate your feedback on a few of the other open questions re:
BCSD (column material, lab/R&D, utility plans, etc.).
 
Thank you!
Kate
 
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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South St. Tower


			Project Data Summary





			Project Standards			Site Data			Consistent With									Notes


									Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan			Amended Design for Development 2015			GSW Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32


			Blocks 29-32 Full Project


			Land Use			HZ-5
Commercial/Industrial			 √			 √			 √			Major Phase Submittal for Blocks 29-32, pages 6-7. 


			Parcel Land Area (all parcels)			475,688 square feet (11 acres) 			 √			 √			 √			Major Phase Submittal, pages 6, 33.


			Gross Floor Area 			1,143,021 square feet			 √			 √			 √			As part of aggregate FAR of Zone A, Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.


			Leasable Floor Area			1,055,585 square feet			 √			 √			 √			As part of aggregate leasable area of Zone A, Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.


			Setbacks			Third Street:  [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range]			 √			 √			 √			Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.


						South Street: [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range]


						16th Street: [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range]


						Terry Francois Boulevard: [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range] 


			Streetwall Block-length Coverage			TBD			--			 √			 √			Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.						LAUREN TO PROVIDE ONCE STREETWALL DIAGRAM IS COMPLETE


			Streetwall Heights			Third Street:  [insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 			--			 √			 √			Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.


						South Street:[insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 


						16th Street:[insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 


						Terry Francois Boulevard: [insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 


			Streetwall Projections			Third Street:  None proposed
			--			 √			 √			Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.


						South Street:[insert actual] 
[just retail? Range OK]


						16th Street:[insert actual] 
[will mostly be the illinois moment/driveway]


						Terry Francois Boulevard: [insert actual]
 [just retail? Range OK]


			Required Stepbacks			None			--			 √			 √			Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.


			Vehicle Parking 			1082 (provided in part in adjacent parking structure at 450 South Street)			 √			 √			 √			Calculated at 1 per 1,000 sf of leasable area for office and retail development, and in the case of the arena, 1 per 50 seats, as per Amended Design for Development, page 126.
Calculated with a 1:1 ratio of compact to standard spaces, per Amended Design for Development, page 42.


			Bicycle Parking			Up to 511 Class I spaces			 √			 √			 √			Minimum of 1 secure bicyle parking space must be provided for every 20 vehicular parking spaces or fraction thereof, per Amended Design for Development, page 42. 


			Loading			13			 √			 √			 √			Minimum of seven off-street commercial loading spaces for the Arena building, and six for other commercial/industrial and retail development, per Amended Design for Development, page 44, 126.


			Shadow Analysis			Provided (see Background Appendices)			 √			 √			 √			No variance requested from the Amended Design for Development, page 37. Provided for informational purposes only. 


			Wind Analysis			Provided (see Background Appendices)			 √			 √			 √			Amended Design for Development, page 38.


			[SPECIFIC STRUCTURE - INSERT INFO HERE]


			Building Height			[specify for particular structure]			 √			 √			 √			Maximum base height of 90'-0'' and maximum tower height of 160'-00'', plus maximum event center building height of 135'-0'', as per Amended Design for development, page 23, 125. 160'-0'' height limit per Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.


			Mechanical Penthouse Height			[specify for particular structure]			 √			 √			 √			20' limit for structures where the hegith limit is greater than 65', as per Amended Design for Development, page 23.


			Number of Stories			[specify for particular structure]			--			 √			 √			Maximum base height of 90'-0'' and maximum tower height of 160'-00'', plus maximum event center building height of 135'-0'', as per Amended Design for development, page 23, 125. 160'-0'' height limit per Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.


			Applicable Codes and Documents


			Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project, dated November 2, 1998.


			Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, dated March 16, 2004.


			Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, to be approved concurrently with this submittal.


			Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32, to be appproved prior to this submittal.








16th St. Tower


			Project Data Summary





			Project Standards			Site Data			Consistent With									Notes


									Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan			Amended Design for Development 2015*			GSW Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32


			Blocks 29-32


			Land Use			HZ-5
Commercial/Industrial
Blocks 29-32 (all parcels)			 √			 √			 √			Major Phase Submittal for Blocks 29-32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project, anticipated 16 September 2015, pages 6-7.


			Parcel Land Area (all parcels)			522,361 square feet (12 acres)


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			 √			 √			 √			Major Phase Submittal, pages 6, 33.


			Gross Floor Area 			+/- XYZ square feet


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			 √			 √			 √			As part of aggregate FAR of Zone A, Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.


			Leasable Floor Area			XYZ square feet


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			 √			 √			 √			As part of aggregate leasable area of Zone A, Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.


			Site Coverage 


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
/ % of Developable Area at Base Height			%


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			 √			 √			 √			As part of an aggregate for Zone HZ-5 XY% coverage allowed per Amended Design for Development,  anticipated 16 September 2015, page TBD.


			Shadow Analysis			N/A			 √			 √			 √			Only required if variance is requested (n/a).


			Wind Analysis			Provided (see Background Appendices)			 √			 √			 √			Amended Design for Development, page TBD.


			16th Street Office and Retail Tower


			Building Heights			Office/R&D Podium: 90'-0"
Office/R&D Tower: 160'-0"			 √			 √			 √			160'-0'' height limit per Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5. 
Buildings on Blocks 30 and 32 are allowed to exceed 90'-0'', but not allowed to exceed 160'-0'' as per Amended Design for Development, page TBD.


			Mechanical Penthouse Heights			Office/R&D Podium: 10'-0"
Office/R&D Tower: 16'-0"			 √			 √			 √			Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.


			Number of Stories			Office/R&D Podium: 6
Office/R&D Tower: 11


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
Please use the no. of stories that reflects your most current design. 			 √			 √			 √


			Required Setbacks			Third Street: 4' public sidewalk, including 5' setback; 16th Street: 20' setback			 √			 √			 √			Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.


			Streetwall Block-length Coverage			Third Street: 31% block-length coverage
16th Street: 56% block-length coverage


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:

The project also meets minimum/maximum height & maximum projection requirements. [note: need to spell this out, per Pedro's feedback on previous draft --> see additional rows below]			


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
/ % of Developable Area at Base Height			


Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.			 √			 √			 √			X% along X street, Y% along Y street, as per Amended Design for Development, page TBD.


			Streetwall Heights			Third Street: 90' typical
16th Street: 90' @ podium; 160' @ tower, 135' @ event center												Mid-rises and towers exempt from height requirements, as per Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.


			Streetwall Projections			Third Street:  none proposed
16th Street:  none proposed												Max of X ft., as per Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.


			Required Stepbacks			None			 √			 √			 √			Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.





			Applicable Codes and Documents


			Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project, dated November 2, 1998


			Design for Development Mission Bay South, dated September 17, 1988


			Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, dated March 16, 2004


			Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, anticipated September 16, 2015*


			Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32, anticipated September 16, 2015
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Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke may submit
additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This passage uses jargon that may not be accessible to the general public.  Add explanatory footnote?


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay area. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 	Comment by Whit Manley: What is a “cycle track” and how does that differ from a bicycle lane?


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is an east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: Has the City approved the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, or is it still a proposal? [4: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:	Comment by Whit Manley: How were the 21 study intersections selected?  Note that the MB EIR studied 41 intersections.  If this is explained in Appendix TR, drop a footnote with a cross-reference.  Confirm that study-area intersections were selected in a manner consistent with the City’s traffic study guidelines.


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 	Comment by Whit Manley: The tables refer to the p.m. peak s 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.	Comment by Whit Manley: I assume the amount of traffic assigned to this extension was based on the traffic study performed in the MB EIR.  Correct?


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. These counts were performed in order to confirm that the traffic studies accurately predicted traffic volumes and patterns associated with these newly opened facilities.  The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.  Once the Owens Street extension is opened, some of the traffic accessing the facility will shift from Fourth Street to the extension.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that adopted by the Citywere included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.	Comment by Whit Manley: Ambiguous.  Were these implemented?  Are they being implemented?


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.	Comment by Whit Manley: Text refers to p.m. peak hour as from 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  I believe 4 to 6 is right.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.	Comment by Whit Manley: When were counts obtained?  If same as for other counts, drop footnote – want to make clear counts are relatively recent.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per the redline (my question, Luba’s reply): The group should briefly discuss why, since our last work session, the 8th/Harrison St. ramp has not been added to freeway ramp discussion. Luba notes it was evaluated and rejected because it would “not necessarily reduce the impact at the Fifth Street ramp”; isn’t it still worth summarizing that fact in the document and demonstrating that we checked the option? 


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this with or without the signal currently being installed at this on-ramp?


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 -hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider providing footnote describing current status of Muni Forward project.  When do we anticipate a decision being made?


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.	Comment by Whit Manley: Alternative to what?  


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor.	Comment by Whit Manley: The definition in this footnote refers to “transit volumes.”  I assume this reference is to transportation volumes generally, rather than to public transit volumes.  True?  Please clarify. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour; this focus is appropriate because . . . . [transit volumes are heaviest during the p.m. peak hour?]. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. [footnoteRef:10] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.	Comment by Whit Manley: It’s not clear elsewhere whether the 22 Fillmore TPP has been approved.  The text here, however, appears to assume that it has been approved.  If not approved, explain why it is appropriate to assume that it will be implemented by 2020.	Comment by Whit Manley: This footnote is designed to satisfy the requirements of the Neighbors for Smart Rail decision with respect to the use of a “future baseline.”  Should be reviewed carefully to confirm accuracy. [10:  	Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within in which the proposed project will become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year.  Focusing on the transit system as it currently exists would be misleading, since these transit improvements are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the project becomes operational.  ] 



Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this also used as a “significance threshold” for purposes of determining whether transit impacts will occur?  Is this guidance formally adopted by Muni?  If so, drop footnote citing to guidance.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:11] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [11: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:12]  [12: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).	Comment by Whit Manley: Drop footnote explaining how “parking study area” was determined – e.g., the distance that people will walk to attend function at project.


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:13] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [13: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and. uUp to 12 post-season games are possible, generally in October. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:14] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:15] [14: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [15: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,5400 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross; in this fashion, pedestrians are prevented from shutting , and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow, and from obstructing  and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:16]  [16: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:17] [17: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda,  and Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. 


· In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or following a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:19] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [19: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: The text notes above that pedestrians often spill into traffic lanes while crossing Lefty O’Doul Bridge.  Travel lanes on the bridge are restricted in order to accommodate the volume of pedestrians.  Worth noting here in a footnote?  E.g., “Heavier pedestrian volumes before or after a game are located further north along Third Street, outside the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.”


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increases from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this based on actual observations or on modeling? 	Comment by Whit Manley: “would increase” suggests this is based on modeling, rather than on actual data.


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:20] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels; 	Comment by Whit Manley: At times, the analysis appears to use a “5%” rule for traffic added to an intersection that is already at LOS E or F.  Is this the threshold that is used?  If so, cite a source (e.g. SF Traffic Guidelines) for  the use of this threshold, if one exists. [20: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.	Comment by Whit Manley: The Sacramento Kings arena included an analysis of traffic impacts during construction.  Query whether such an analysis ought to be included, given the length of time required for construction; such an analysis could be included in an appendix.  For the Kings arena, mitigation consisted of preparing and implementing a Construction Traffic Management Plan to reduce conflicts.  Here, such a plan is included as an Improvement Measure.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:21] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [21:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection. This intersection , and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled. This intersection, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:22] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [22: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:23] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [23: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback?


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:24] would be installed at the following intersections: [24: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:25] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [25: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:26] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [26: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.	Comment by Whit Manley: Attached as an appendix?  Available for review at the Planning Department?


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:27] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [27: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Not in GSW’s TMP. Need to clarify responsibility for implementing if not part of TMP/project description. 


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Breakdown of GSW/event center employees vs. on-site tenants is still not consistent with the language GSW provided and the policies contained therein with which we can comply. Please review (4/29 transmittal to the City, aligned with edits below): https://www.dropbox.com/s/4qd4iz6hqbkfxbk/2015.04.29_Transportation_Demand_Management_Modified_List_GSWResponse_V6.docx?dl=0 


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for Project Sponsor and/or all on-site employees:





Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:28] [28: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for Golden State Warriors employees: 


Policy/Operations


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) (valet bike operations are during events only)


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:29][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [29: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining: 


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 	Comment by Whit Manley: These performance standards are part of the TMP, and therefore they are proposed by the applicant itself, rather than by the agency.  It would be helpful to understand where these performance standards came from – whether they are based on data indicating what reasonably can be achieved via a TMP in this sort of a setting, or whether they are based on a “target” that needs to be achieved to avoid transportation impacts.  What happens if performance standard is not achieved?  Will additional TMP measures be implemented until performance standard is achieved?  Need to make sure performance standard is feasible and enforceable.


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:30] following an event, if desired. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Would like the group’s verification that my language in the footnote below (new for ADSEIR2) does not contradict other assumptions about departure patterns.  [30: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 	Comment by Current User: Aside from pricing, what other mechanisms are available?


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 	Comment by Current User: Such campaigns already appear to be part of the TMP.  Consider revising to state “Expand media campaigns . . .”


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Already included above re: exploring the $4.50 Clipper card bundling. 


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines issued by the Planning Department in 2002 (SF Guidelines 2002), which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:31] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [31: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario also represents the most severe possible conditions for a sold out evening concert of the same approximate attendance level. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.	Comment by Current User: Any analysis of freeway mainlines? Likely to get comments.  Consultations with Caltrans re: scope of analysis of Caltrans facilities?


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site); this time frame coincides with the end of the normal work day for those working at the site. 	Comment by Current User: Is this when peak transit utilization occurs?


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling away from the event center following evening games or concerts.


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.  (As explained below, both of these projects are approved and funded and are scheduled to become operational in the near future.)  For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of standing passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:32]  [32: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:33] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [33: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:34] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [34: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.	Comment by Current User: Five seems too low.  Couldn’t the Warriors play up to 16 home games during the playoffs, at least in theory?  If so, Giants home games would overlap with more than five.  Consider dropping footnote explaining how this number was calculated.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendeses) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts) annually. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:35] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [35: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors. The adjustments are described in the report at Appendix TR.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:36] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [36: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.	Comment by Current User: Explain.  Is this because the new arena will be located in an urban setting that might encourage people to come to games earlier than they might at Oracle, given its more isolated setting?


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:37] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [37: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use. , and because it is expected that sSome of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area on non-event days). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:38] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park.	Comment by Current User: In other words, parking near the event center is both closer to, and more prominent than, the parking facilities close to AT&T Park?  I.e., relatively closer and easier to find. [38: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is currently constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edit presumes this is referring to the Central Subway	Comment by Current User: Is the south end of the line located nearby?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Use of word “subway” is confusing. Do you just mean light rail tracks?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Currently motor coaches, though 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) was developed that wouldto operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would thereby provide providing additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus lines was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor (explanatory parenthetical here?) and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility ofpotential for some buses to turn around at the end of their trip and return to the event center to pick up additional passengers.


As a result of this balancing ofcombination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the TSP, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was thewas then incorporated into assumed to be part of  the proposed project as an intrinsic element of its design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan – that is, without the incorporation of this design feature – are included at the end of this section.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is the only sentence of the new description that confuses me (generally, extremely helpful addition). What further refinement occurred and why? 


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball game would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.














OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-94	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-94	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-95	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On a weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Could clarify that “conservative” here = widely distributed. Then in turn need to explain why  it’s more conservative to assume cars are all over the neighborhood (wouldn’t that “dilute” some of the traffic at certain intersections…?). 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:39] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:40] [39: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [40: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would also be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and by time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by place of origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by place of origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The first phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third) opened in 2007.  The second phase of the T Third is tThe Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction of the Central Subway Project is currently underway.  T, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 	Comment by Current User: If EIR is going to note the proposal to reconfigure Caltrain and I-280, then this would be a logical place to insert a paragraph.  The text would characterize the proposal as preliminary and speculative, but acknowledge that the proposal has been made.


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includesd additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.	Comment by Current User: It’s not entirely clear what this means – consider elaborating.  Does it mean that weekend traffic is scaled up by the same percentage as weekday traffic?


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: Query whether this conclusion should be changed to significant but can be avoided with mitigation, with the mitigation being the requirement to prepare and implement a construction traffic management plan requiring ongoing monitoring and coordination to deal with traffic impacts if/when they arise.  This approach would be consistent with the approach reflected in the UCSF LRDP EIR.

Note the text contains a description of the sort of coordination and planning that will happen as a matter of course.  Some of this text could get incorporated into a mitigation measure, since it resembles the sort of information that goes into a construction traffic mitigation plan.  I.e., the “improvement measure” listed below would be changed to a “mitigation measure.”  If this approach is taken, (1) the City would have less discretion to reject this measure, and (2) if adopted, the measure would be easier to track and enforce, and the City would have less discretion to delete it in the future.  At the same time, we would take away the argument that the commitment to address construction traffic is illusory. 

In looking at the schedule, the period with peak impacts would appear to be excavation, which will last three months, and run an average of 75 trucks per day.    This is the highest volume of construction traffic, and it will last for several months.  Note that the Caltrans letter asked for an analysis of impacts associated with this activity on Caltrans facilities.


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:41] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduceavoid any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [41: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:42]  [42: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Assuming this is true, the text should note that these routes are appropriate for trucks transporting excavated soils from the site.  Is there any indication of where the excavated soil may go?  E.g.:  “As noted above, construction of the event center includes excavation of soil from the site.  The routes described below are appropriate for use by trucks hauling excavated soil.  The sites where the soil will be deposited have not been determined.  Potential sites include  . . . . .  Deposit sites will be subject to review and approval by SFMTA as part of the permit process.”


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Only 16th St. is actually adjacent to blocks 33/34 – odd list of streets to cite? Campus doesn’t matter as much as project site. 


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, it may be worth considering identifying this impact as potential significant, but avoidable via mitigation – e.g., the same approach as the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project areavicinity, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers). 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for ensuring that themonitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:43] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: This analysis is likely to draw comment.  Is there a way we can describe the criterion used to determine whether the amount of traffic added to a failing intersection is cumulatively considerable?  Or is it a matter of professional judgment?  Recurring issue in the analysis that follows. [43: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum parking demand. This level of parking demand , and therefore can be accommodated at the project site. In other words, the p.m. peak hour coincides with a period when the on-site parking garage can accommodate all of the parking demand generated by the project under this scenario.  For this reason, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits designed to make the discussion a little more accessible.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paidpre-issued on-site parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Would this be more accurate in light of the fact that not all the passes would be pre-paid?  Elsewhere, the text states some passes will be issued to “VIPs”.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F.  These changes are , and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area [route?] after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead choose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth/ Channel (PCO location) would worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider drafting a technical memorandum addressing each of the seven intersections.  Is it feasible to acquire the right-of-way necessary to expand the intersection?  Are there other constraints (e.g. limited freeway capacity) that would make it futile to expand the intersection?  This level of detail does not need to be in the EIR, but it would be helpful to have a discussion of each intersection in the record.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edits below align write-up with GSW-submitted language from 4/23 (most recent): 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/bramx1abfjx2wps/2015.04.23_Trans%20new%20mit%20measures_DRAFT_GSWComment-V4-Clean.doc?dl=0 

Please modify accordingly. 


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:44] These strategies could include the following: [44: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreementscooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:45] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [45: 	] 



· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to use commercially reasonable efforts to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection withfollowing signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to provide Transit Far Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49E.47 through E.50 were adopted developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Not all of the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures were adopted. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – should provide some explanation why contribution to these ramps is not cumulatively considerable.  Identify criteria used to determine whether contribution is cumulatively considerable, and then apply to data.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.  


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the I-80 westbound freeway ramp impact at Fifth/Harrison s because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations at this ramp would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations at Fifth/Harrison would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, should indicate in memorandum to the file whether acquisition of ROW is feasible in this location

Text refers to ramps generally, and not just the ramp at Fifth/Harrison.  The analysis, however, indicates that there are no other significant impacts to ramps; the other impacts are not cumulatively considerable, so the duty to mitigate (and the feasibility of mitigation) would not arise.	Comment by Whit Manley: Does the list of measures apply to an off-ramp?	Comment by Whit Manley: Based on consultations, has Caltrans indicated any desire to look at modifying the ramp at Fifth/Harrison, or at the other failing ramps, or would Caltrans agree that modifications are infeasible?   	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this just one impact, to the Fifth/Harrison ramp?  Or are there others?


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As explained above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid this impact.  The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour because of reduced service and lengthier headways. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.





OCII Case No. XXXXXX	118	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-142	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-141	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0	Comment by Whit Manley: Why bold?


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations.  The study shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.  The project sponsor shall fund the physical improvements approved by the City based on the study’s recommendations.


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new regional transit trips to and from outside of San Francisco (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new regional transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new regional transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this because Caltrans does not run many northbound trains during the p.m. peak hour?


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).	Comment by Whit Manley: Do the Giants provide funding to Caltrain to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.	Comment by Whit Manley: GGF runs special ferry service to AT&T.  Do the Giants provide funding to GGF to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service	Comment by Whit Manley: These measures are likely to result in comments calling upon the project sponsor to provide funding.  What will the response be?


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback? 


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, drop a footnote indicating that similar methods have been used at AT&T park, and have been found to be feasible and effective.


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:	Comment by Whit Manley: Why not “shall”?  The listed measures appear to all be feasible and standard.


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is there any scenario in which vehicle queuing could back up so as to affect UCSF hospital access?  If not, it would be helpful to point that out.  The LOS analysis suggests that such queuing would not occur, but LOS is a little different from queuing analysis, so a further discussion of this issue, if possible, would be appropriate.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, note that PCOs will be stationed at intersections in the vicinity to make sure that traffic is directed away from Owens and 16th Streets.


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). These PCOs would direct traffic away from the access points to UCSF facilities on 1th and Owen Streets. No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Imported from another traffic-related measure.	Comment by Whit Manley: If the study determines that this extension is feasible and will be beneficial, will the project sponsor implement it?


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731507]Insert Figure 5.2-20
Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this an issue with respect to emergency access to the hospital?	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, if possible the text should explain how the consultant determined whether some contributions were “cumulatively considerable,” and others were not.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, , for which the Basketball Game scenario would  was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, ; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant.for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These includeintersections are:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures described above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use ofusing off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providingsion of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if If such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But However, drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site, such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal temporary or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time,, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Does not look like the last GSW-approved iteration. Please confirm.


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the ramp that is LOS F already, so the issue is whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable.  As noted above, text should explain why this contribution is not cumulatively considerable.  Given that this issue recurs, it may make sense to draft a separate paragraph focusing on this issue, and then referring back to that discussion as it recurs.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that Caltrans has not planned or proposed improvements to these ramps.  Consider separate memorandum explaining why ramps are constrained such that improvements are infeasible (e.g. inadequate ROW). 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I don’t follow. Is this incremental service or diversion of existing/planned service, including the TSP for Warriors fans headed to event center? 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Confusing. To supplement T Third demand? To divert? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is new. If these services are needed why weren’t they folded into the TSP? Are these extra shuttle buses limited to event patrons en route to/from one of the two venues, or is this incremental public transit? Pls confirm GSW responsibility is just to work with MBTCC and SFMTA, not to pay for such service. 


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that queuing problems would not obstruct access to the UCSF emergency room.  LOS in this area appears to be poor under the “overlapping events” scenario.


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the flip side “cumulatively considerable” issue noted above, except in this case the project’s contribution is such that a failing intersection where the impact will become substantially more severe.  It would be helpful to note, as above, what criteria was used to determine whether the impact would be cumulatively considerable. 






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring	Comment by Whit Manley: See cover note.


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.	Comment by Whit Manley: How were these performance standards determined?  Is this the maximum reduction in auto mode share that is considered feasible in this location?  It would be helpful to explain the basis for these standards.   


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We won’t have enough docks in the project vicinity for high volumes of guests to utilize bike share around event time (i.e., they will arrive and have nowhere to place the bike). Would rather incentivize guests arriving with their own bike. 


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, tThe proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:	Comment by Whit Manley: Not clear what this introductory phrase adds to the sentence.


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would choose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project couldwould not result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Whit Manley: Summary of impacts seems to be inconsistent with following text.  See edits.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See below. I don’t see why we’d have a mit measure for additional personnel for precisely this reason. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: But aren’t there fewer pedestrian trips FROM TRANSIT (not pedestrian trips in total but, for instance, someone walking from Caltrain or ferry)? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Isn’t this a PCO’s job? 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Annually, or just before the first? [49: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Why would the shift away from transit result in dispersal of auto trips?  Because drivers would have to travel to more far flung garages?  Please explain.	Comment by Whit Manley: No queuing problem at UCSF hospital entrance?


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.
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As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would could overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Don’t we need to cite information of this type, especially for projects that don’t have approved Major Phase or BCSD yet? 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Why does it matter how they enter the campus, vs how they approach the UCSF (or GSW) project site?  [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront ParkP22 directly to the east of the project site would begin followingand the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard , and would be completed by 2018. are triggered by development on Blocks 29-32 and would be implemented by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Have begun 


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We don’t have confirmed enough info on construction schedule for these projects to know, though – right? If we do, please include it as you did for Uber and 33/34 above. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: What criteria was used to determine whether contribution would be cumulatively considerable?


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is “more than 5 percent” the criterion used to determine whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, is this threshold derived from the SF Traffic Guidelines or some other guidance document?  If it is, recommend citing the guidance.


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not have a cumulatively contribute considerabley contribution to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect cumulative impact not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, is a contribution of 5% or more to cumulative conditions the threshold for determining whether the contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, cite source for that threshold.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this paragraph needed?  It is repeating earlier conclusions re: project specific impacts, and does not address cumulative conditions.  Consider deleting.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this correct?  Utilization appears to be under 100% in the year 2040.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, add that vehicle queuing would not block hospital entrance.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage.	Comment by Whit Manley: “VIP” seems like the wrong word. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








Instances in which the demand exceeds the supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially by means of on the –street parking.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.	Comment by Whit Manley: Missing words.  Should be “on those days”?


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 7170 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits are to make numbers match up with those on preceding page.  Differences probably just a result of rounding.


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: And new transit resources, and cultural shifts…


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall hasd been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%	Comment by Whit Manley: Should this be shaded?








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination unavailability of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during an overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as a subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 
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UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects estimates the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).
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Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate convey project crane activity schedule with to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? How do we avoid working at height? I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? I presume we’re already compressing our construction time to the extent feasible. I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· lower cranes at night and when not in use	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is not feasible. Directly from our GC: “Tower cranes cannot be lowered at night.  Once erected they will remain until dismantled and removed from the site.” 

Perhaps we can state we would clearly mark with lights. 






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended supplemented did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.
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Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: First time GSW has seen these assumptions (not vetted prior to ADSEIR2 distribution). I am vetting internally and hope to have verification or additional/alternative info by Thursday’s meeting. 


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Scheduled in advance, just like the helicopter flights. Worth noting because it increases our opportunities for cooperation and issue avoidance. See following comment. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: The rest of this write-up requires a larger discussion. Much of this belongs in the substantive approvals discussion we’ll have with OCII staff about a holistic signage/lighting plan design unique to arena standards and needs. As a reminder there is important context here – signage/lighting is a key component of the financial feasibility of the building because of its strong linkages to corporate partnership and programming. 

All that should be needed to verify adequate mitigation for CEQA purposes is advance coordination/scheduling and the development of guidelines and communications plans (all described below). Since both events and helicopter flights are pre-planned, there should not also be wholesale bans on particular lighting types or display installations – just restrictions on time/date of use (a designated period before/after flights, for instance) if proven necessary. 

Thanks. 


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television lighted screens	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I presume this is referring to LED screen or similar technology?


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· Projection lighting 


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comment above.


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: These items alone should take care of all the others. We know when events will occur, and when helicopter flights are scheduled. The other measures seem extraneous if careful coordination and communication occurs.


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements, unless specifically noted. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events
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· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







[bookmark: _GoBack]The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.














OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-91	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-81	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:45] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [45: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:46] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [46: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:47] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [47: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:49] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [49: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:50] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [50: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





[bookmark: _Toc412731509]Insert Figure 5.2-22
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731511]Insert Figure 5.2-24
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:51] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [51: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:52] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:53] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [52: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [53: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:54], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [54: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:55] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [55: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.
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Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:56] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [56:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:57] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [57:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:58] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [58:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:59] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [59:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:60] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [61:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:62] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [63:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:67] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [67:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:70] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [70:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:71],[footnoteRef:72] [71:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [72:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:73] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [73:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: GSW Connection to MB Pump Stations
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:17:47 PM
Attachments: Letter - C. Miller Strada Investment Group 5-2015.pdf


Chris,
Per our conversation, attached is the letter of approval from the PUC for the handling of the
sanitary flows from our site.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Webster, Leslie [mailto:LWebster@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 2:21 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Moala, Tommy T; Kelly Jr, Harlan; Carlin, Michael (PUC); Flores, Tony; Harrison, Lewis; Dang, Herb;
Eickman, Kent; Regler, Lori; Wong, Manfred; Reilly, Catherine; Ed Boscacci (EBOSCACCI@BKF.com);
Van de Water, Adam; Stewart, Luke
Subject: GSW Connection to MB Pump Stations
 
Dear Mr. Miller,
Please see attached scanned SFPUC response to the report, “Proposed Sewer Connection Locations
for Golden State Warriors Development Project @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32” (BKF Engineers, April
13, 2015) from Mr. Moala. The original is in the mail.
Best regards,  
Leslie
 
Leslie Webster


525 Golden Gate, 11th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-3459
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Kate Aufhauser"
Cc: Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods
Subject: RE: Outstanding BCSD Questions
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:16:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I am sorry, but have been in all day meetings and going into another one.  If you have a computer I
can work off tomorrow at the CEQA meeting, I can work on it then.  Otherwise, I will get to it this
weekend or Friday if we aren’t working on CEQA.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 11:49 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods
Subject: Outstanding BCSD Questions
Importance: High
 
Hi Catherine,
 
Could use an answer on the questions attached, as our designers are wrapping up drafts for an
internal deadline today. Please give me a ring when you have a chance to discuss.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 


1.        Project Data Summary – please review and approve template
2.        David W.’s review of packages, esp. Section 321 chart – please confirm in progress
3.        Office/Lab – please advise on any additional content or footnoting needed
4.        Column materials – please approve the proposed footnote
5.        Background appendices diagrams – please advise on next steps for utilities plan, view


corridors, and bike/vehicle access
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
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kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Transportation Section
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 11:54:51 PM


Hey all - for some reason my computer keeps crashing when I try to make redlines on the
transportation section.  I was able to make a couple minor ones on the attachment.


In addition, if you search for "attendess" and change to "attendees".  Also, around page 247
of the redline there is a statement that has "1000 to 3000" describing the distance of Block
N4P3 to the GSW site.  Please add "feet" after 3000.


There was also one bullet that was added somewhere after page 50 that is missing a period
at the end.


Thanks and see you in the morning.


Catherine



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: FW: GSW Connection to MB Pump Stations
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:17:49 PM
Attachments: Letter - C. Miller Strada Investment Group 5-2015.pdf


Chris,
Per our conversation, attached is the letter of approval from the PUC for the handling of the
sanitary flows from our site.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Webster, Leslie [mailto:LWebster@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 2:21 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Moala, Tommy T; Kelly Jr, Harlan; Carlin, Michael (PUC); Flores, Tony; Harrison, Lewis; Dang, Herb;
Eickman, Kent; Regler, Lori; Wong, Manfred; Reilly, Catherine; Ed Boscacci (EBOSCACCI@BKF.com);
Van de Water, Adam; Stewart, Luke
Subject: GSW Connection to MB Pump Stations
 
Dear Mr. Miller,
Please see attached scanned SFPUC response to the report, “Proposed Sewer Connection Locations
for Golden State Warriors Development Project @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32” (BKF Engineers, April
13, 2015) from Mr. Moala. The original is in the mail.
Best regards,  
Leslie
 
Leslie Webster


525 Golden Gate, 11th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-3459
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Transportation Section
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 11:54:49 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715CR.docx


Hey all - for some reason my computer keeps crashing when I try to make redlines on the
transportation section.  I was able to make a couple minor ones on the attachment.


In addition, if you search for "attendess" and change to "attendees".  Also, around page 247
of the redline there is a statement that has "1000 to 3000" describing the distance of Block
N4P3 to the GSW site.  Please add "feet" after 3000.


There was also one bullet that was added somewhere after page 50 that is missing a period
at the end.


Thanks and see you in the morning.


Catherine
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours
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			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements, unless specifically noted. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street
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PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:
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· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







[bookmark: _GoBack]The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:45] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [45: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:46] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [46: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:47] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [47: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.
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As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:49] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [49: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:50] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [50: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:51] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [51: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:52] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:53] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [52: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [53: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:54], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [54: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:55] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [55: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:56] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [56:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:57] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [57:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:58] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [58:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:59] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [59:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:60] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [61:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:62] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [63:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:67] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [67:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).
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Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:70] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [70:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:71],[footnoteRef:72] [71:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [72:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.
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Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:73] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [73:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Transportation Section
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 11:54:56 PM


Hey all - for some reason my computer keeps crashing when I try to make redlines on the
transportation section.  I was able to make a couple minor ones on the attachment.


In addition, if you search for "attendess" and change to "attendees".  Also, around page 247
of the redline there is a statement that has "1000 to 3000" describing the distance of Block
N4P3 to the GSW site.  Please add "feet" after 3000.


There was also one bullet that was added somewhere after page 50 that is missing a period
at the end.


Thanks and see you in the morning.


Catherine
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From: Chris Sanchez
To: Joyce; Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: Warriors, Alternatives, AQ analysis
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 3:52:52 PM


Joyce and Jessica –
 
Environ recalculated the off-site alternative emissions which were sent to us Friday night.  What is
currently in the section Joyce attached are emissions estimates I inserted from the previous analysis
in early 2014. Consequently the emissions for the Off-site Alternative are being updated as I
received this e-mail.  When I finish, which should be shortly, I will resend the updated Alternatives
section which will be in redline for the AQ portion of the Off-site Alternative.
 
Chris Sanchez
Senior Technical Associate – Air Quality, Acoustics, Vibration
ESA | Community Development 
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108
415.896.5900 main | 415.896.0332 fax
415-962-8496 direct
csanchez@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn


 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 3:36 PM
To: Jessica Range
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Chris Sanchez; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Warriors, Alternatives, AQ analysis
 
Jessica,
Chris Kern asked me to contact you directly about the need for your review of the
quantitative AQ analysis of the Warriors alternatives.  The Alternatives section is attached
(Word version, and pdf version with figures).


To help expedite your review, there are 3 alternatives: No Project (which is a build
alternative under the existing Redev. Plan), Reduced Intensity, and Off-site Alternative at
Piers 30-32/SWL 330. You can find the relevant sections you need to review as follows:


1. Section 7.3.1: No Project Alternative, description on page 7-19, AQ analysis starts on
p. 7-32


2. Section 7.3.2: Reduced Intensity Alternative, description on page 7-43, AQ analysis
starts on p. 7-53


3. Section 7.3.3: Off-site Alternative, description on page 7-64, AQ analysis starts on p.
7-79


4. Summary table comparing significant impacts of the project and alternatives, AQ
impacts starts on p. 7-101


If possible and if necessary, we can address any comments on this Alternatives analysis at
tomorrow's work session on May 19.  
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Thank you in advance, and again, for all your help on this project.
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Transportation Section
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 11:54:49 PM


Hey all - for some reason my computer keeps crashing when I try to make redlines on the
transportation section.  I was able to make a couple minor ones on the attachment.


In addition, if you search for "attendess" and change to "attendees".  Also, around page 247
of the redline there is a statement that has "1000 to 3000" describing the distance of Block
N4P3 to the GSW site.  Please add "feet" after 3000.


There was also one bullet that was added somewhere after page 50 that is missing a period
at the end.


Thanks and see you in the morning.


Catherine
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From: Chris Sanchez
To: Joyce; Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: Warriors, Alternatives, AQ analysis
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 4:31:47 PM
Attachments: 7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx


Attached is the latest version of the Alternatives section with red-lined changes in the AQ analysis
for the Off-site Alternative
 
Chris Sanchez
Senior Technical Associate – Air Quality, Acoustics, Vibration
ESA | Community Development 
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA  94108
415.896.5900 main | 415.896.0332 fax
415-962-8496 direct
csanchez@esassoc.com | www.esassoc.com


Follow us on Facebook | Twitter | LinkedIn


 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 3:36 PM
To: Jessica Range
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Chris Sanchez; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Warriors, Alternatives, AQ analysis
 
Jessica,
Chris Kern asked me to contact you directly about the need for your review of the
quantitative AQ analysis of the Warriors alternatives.  The Alternatives section is attached
(Word version, and pdf version with figures).


To help expedite your review, there are 3 alternatives: No Project (which is a build
alternative under the existing Redev. Plan), Reduced Intensity, and Off-site Alternative at
Piers 30-32/SWL 330. You can find the relevant sections you need to review as follows:


1. Section 7.3.1: No Project Alternative, description on page 7-19, AQ analysis starts on
p. 7-32


2. Section 7.3.2: Reduced Intensity Alternative, description on page 7-43, AQ analysis
starts on p. 7-53


3. Section 7.3.3: Off-site Alternative, description on page 7-64, AQ analysis starts on p.
7-79


4. Summary table comparing significant impacts of the project and alternatives, AQ
impacts starts on p. 7-101


If possible and if necessary, we can address any comments on this Alternatives analysis at
tomorrow's work session on May 19.  


Thank you in advance, and again, for all your help on this project.
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
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Alternatives


Introduction


This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination. 


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:


· [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b])


· The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c])


· The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. (Section 15126.6[e][1])


· The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[f])


Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet most of the Plans objectives. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included: 


· No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as much residential and non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 80 percent less non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more housing and 80 percent less non-residential development compared to the proposed Plans. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened though not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.


As a program-level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program-level alternatives that addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29-32. This SEIR, as discussed below, addresses site-specific alternatives for Blocks 29-32.


Organization of this Chapter


Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 7.5.


Alternatives Selection


This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR. 


Project Objectives


As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented below, were used in the identification and analysis of alternatives. In addition to being feasible and reducing environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the project's basic objectives. 


The project sponsor’s objectives of the proposed project are to: 


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-2, TR11, TR-18, and C-TR-2)


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-3, TR-12, TR-19, and C-TR-3)


1. The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact TR-20)


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-5, TR-14, TR-21, and C-TR-5)


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact NO-5)


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-NO-2)


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Wind


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas, and while feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements have not been finalized. (Impact WS-1)


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the control of the project sponsor. (Impact C-UT-2)


· The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-UT-4)


Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than Significant


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Transportation and Circulation


· The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to provide additional Muni transit service during overlapping events would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-13 and Impact C-TR-4)


· The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR-6, TR-15, TR-22, and CTR-6)


· Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-9 and Impact C-TR-9)


Noise


· Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO-4)


1. Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C-NO-1).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


 Hydrology and Water Quality


· Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. (Impact HY-6)


Cultural Resources 


· Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP-2 and Impact C-CP-1, Initial Study)


Biological Resources 


· Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI-4, Initial Study)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-1, Initial Study)


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-2, Initial Study)


Alternatives Screening and Selection


Alternatives Screening


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project-level SEIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be feasible. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.


Screening Process


The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their feasibility, and the feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR.


Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions.


Traffic-related Impacts


Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen traffic impacts could include further decreasing project-generated traffic through reducing the scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the event center) or by relocating to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These strategies are discussed below.


Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts


As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re-locate the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected wastewater demand.


Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year-round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event-center related impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below.


UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, included an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. This strategy is discussed below.


Wind Hazards Impacts at Off-site Public Areas


Chapter 5, Section 5.6, determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to confirm site-specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated in Mitigation Measure M-WS-1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off-site Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS-1 was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 and develop appropriate project design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off-site pubic areas to less than significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less-than-significant wind hazards impacts.


Construction-related Impacts


Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds. 


Section 5.4, Chapter 5 identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; these measure represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed-use development) would represent a potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is discussed below. With respect to construction-related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures; however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These strategies are discussed below.


Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on-site alternative strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. Off-site alternatives, depending on the location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts.


Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts


Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on-site alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off-site alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant impacts, is discussed below.


Bird Collisions Impact


The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS) identified the potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to implement bird safe building practices would mitigate this impact to less than significant. This mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere within the Plan area. For any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to address this impact.


Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site.


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses


This strategy was determined to be feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This alternative was developed with the intent of reducing traffic- and construction-related impacts, and Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center


As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic-related and event-center impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities (19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). However, while the event center is designed to meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year-round venue for a variety of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation.


If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064 capacity would be the fourth lowest capacity in the league. The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even though the current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities and the overwhelming market demand for season tickets. 


Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center-related impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certain that reducing the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen traffic-related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives analysis.


Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site


Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and/or future use-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. However, the feasibility of an alternate location is highly site-specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off-site alternative based in part on scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project.


Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, Alternative C, Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the most feasible option for an off-site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning Department for a proposed event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a feasible location for an off-site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site suitability, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.


Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsor's decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure B in June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure F to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off-site locations considered and eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least three prior ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the Downtown Ballpark" (Proposition P) in November 1989, "Ballpark" (Proposition B) in March 1996, and "Candlestick Point Stadium Land Use" (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, relocating the preferred project to its previously proposed location with many of the project elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off-site alternative despite the abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval.


Therefore, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis


The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIR:


· Alternative A: No Project Alternative


· Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


· Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 


These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are feasible options that would meet most of the project objectives. Table 7-1 summarizes and compares the characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of their environmental impacts. Table 7-2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet the project objectives.
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Table 7-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32/SWL 330





			Summary


			


			


			


			





			Size, gross square feet (gsf)


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  580,000 other office uses
  125,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,955,000  Total


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
     31,700 retail 
1,087,700  Total


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  348,000 other office uses
    75,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,673,000  Total


			   694,944 event center, including GSW offices
      25,946  event hall
      90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
      13,172 services
    252,554 parking and loading
        1,820 Red's Java House
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30-32


  208,844 residential at SWL 330
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330
     29,854 retail at SWL 330
  106,339 parking at SWL 330
    11,447 support at SWL 330
  534,890  Total at SWL 330





			Parking, number of spaces


			950 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			1,050 spaces onsite


			750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			500 at Piers 30-32
259 at SWL 330





			Public Open Space


			3.2 acres


			Not defined


			3.2 acres


			7.26 acres on Piers 30-32





			Event Center


			


			


			


			





			Location


			Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, Blocks 29-32


			Oracle Arena, Oakland
(rebuilt, or possibly re-located)


			Same as Project


			Piers 30-32 and SWL 330





			Basketball Seating Capacity, number of seats


			18,064


			19,596


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Size of Event Center, gsf 


			750,000


			~ 500,000


			Same as Project


			694,944





			GSW Management Offices and Practice Facilities, gsf


			25,000


			~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown Oakland


			Same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Operations


			Approx. 225 events per year
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Same as existing, in Oakland
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)








			Same as Project


			Same as Project








Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Mixed-Use Development 


			


			


			


			





			Total Mixed Uses (non-event center), gsf


			580,000, office use
125,000, retail use


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial/retail





			373,000 office use
 75,000 retail use


			  90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
   29,854 retail at SWL 330
208,844 residential at SWL 330
178,406 hotel at SWL 330





			Maximum Height, feet


(Building heights are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.)


			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 31, Podium: 90 feet 





			Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet 


Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 feet  (7 stories)


Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 stories) 





			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31: 55 feet 





			Event Center at Piers 30-32: 128 feet 


Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 feet


Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet





			Operations


			Year-round operations, 7 days a week
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Typical year-round schedule expected for commercial/industrial/retail uses


			Same as Project


			Event Center, same as Project


Typical year-round schedule expected for retail/residential/hotel uses





			Construction


			


			


			


			





			Duration


			26 months


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			32 months





			Construction Hours


			Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., plus some nights and weekends


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			Project approvals


			See Chapter 3


			· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project





			Same as Project


			· United States Corps of Engineers


· United States Fish and Wildlife Service


· National Marine Fisheries Service


· State Lands Commission


· San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission











Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			


			


			· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements, and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments include the SFPUC for utility connections


· Approval from UCSF to terminate view easement [NOTE TO REVIEWERS: PLEASE CONFIRM if the last four bullets, which apply to the proposed project, would also apply to the No Project alternative.]


			Same as Project


			· California Department of Fish and Wildlife


· San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)


·  San Francisco Planning Commission


· San Francisco Port Commission


· San Francisco Board of Supervisors















Table 7-2 
Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives


			Project Objective


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-site at 
Piers 3032/SWL 330





			


			Would the alternative meet this objective?





			1.  Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment, and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the City's tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			2. Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


			Potentially


			Financial feasibility unknown


			Financial feasibility unknown





			3. Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			6. Develop a project that creates an active visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project's overall feasibility.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			7. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			8. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes
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Alternatives Analysis


This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project.


Alternative A: No Project 


As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved.


Description of the No Project Alternative


Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime location, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the foreseeable future.  Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development.


For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all building to be a maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story retail uses would located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided amidst the office buildings. 


This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development would be needed, although OCII would make that final determination as to the need for supplemental CEQA environmental review on a project-specific basis. 


Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards, and promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and other green building technologies. 






INSERT FIGURE 7-1
NO PROJECT DESCRIPTION SITE PLAN






Impacts of the No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development, and the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, which, given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site.


Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 
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Table 7-3
Proposed projecT and ProjeCt Alternatives Trip Generation by Mode, 
Land Use – Weekday PM and Saturday evening PEAK HOURs


			Project Land Use


			Proposed Project – No Eventa


			Alternative A


No Project Alternativeb


			Alternative B


Reduced Intensity Alternative –
 No Eventc


			Alternative C


Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 – No Eventd





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Othere


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total





			Weekday PM


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			0


			0


			0


			0


			6


			14


			3


			22


			8


			11


			2


			21





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			520


			884


			221


			1,625


			183


			312


			79


			574


			21


			26


			8


			55





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,041


			360


			441


			1,843


			180


			43


			69


			292


			624


			217


			264


			1,105


			468


			353


			469


			1,290





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			157


			124


			140


			421





			Total person trips


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			700


			927


			290


			1,917


			813


			543


			346


			1,702


			654


			514


			619


			1,787





			Vehicle trips


			702


			--


			--


			--


			445


			--


			--


			--


			427


			--


			--


			--


			355


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			255


			--


			--


			--


			80


			--


			--


			--


			154


			--


			--


			--


			149


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			447


			--


			--


			--


			365


			--


			--


			--


			273


			--


			--


			--


			206


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			881


			--


			--


			--


			927


			--


			--


			--


			543


			--


			--


			--


			514


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			157


			--


			--


			--


			42


			--


			--


			--


			94


			--


			--


			--


			177


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			724


			--


			--


			--


			885


			--


			--


			--


			448


			--


			--


			--


			337


			--


			--





			Saturday Evening 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			7


			17


			3


			27


			13


			29


			5


			47


			4


			11


			2


			17


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,700


			656


			747


			3,103


			94


			22


			36


			152


			1,020


			393


			449


			1,862


			843


			678


			804


			2,324





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			134


			115


			107


			357





			Total person trips


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130


			107


			51


			41


			199


			1,024


			404


			451


			1,879


			976


			792


			911


			2,680





			Vehicle trips


			785


			--


			--


			--


			60


			--


			--


			--


			471


			--


			--


			--


			435


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			367


			--


			--


			--


			24


			--


			--


			--


			220


			--


			--


			--


			192


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			418


			--


			--


			--


			36


			--


			--


			--


			251


			--


			--


			--


			293


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			673


			--


			--


			--


			51


			--


			--


			--


			404


			--


			--


			--


			792


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			261


			--


			--


			--


			8


			--


			--


			--


			156


			--


			--


			--


			279


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			413


			--


			--


			--


			43


			--


			--


			--


			248


			--


			--


			--


			513


			--


			--





			NOTES:


a	Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


b	The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use.


c	The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


d	The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit-down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227-room hotel, and a 695,000 gsf event center.


e	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.











event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the proposed project’s No Event scenario. 


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7-3, above). The intersection LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project, however the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. present The freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and I-80 and I-280 freeway ramps would not occur. 



table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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

















table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at AT&T Park would not occur.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the No Project Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed project).


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which were identified for the proposed project, would not be required. 


Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7-8. 


Table 7-8
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, No Project Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.3


			0.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.8


			2.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.0


			0.6


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.2


			0.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			64.8


			0.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			55.8


			1.1


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			61.7


			0.3


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			60.6


			0.2


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


_______________________


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. due to post-basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project. 


Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternative's contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project.


Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would avoid this significant and unavoidable impact.


Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Energy


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			35


			36


			22


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Energy


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			6.3


			6.5


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.14


			0.14





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8


			8.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total 


			75.2


			63.8


			89.2





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recue Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Even though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site there would be only one 160-foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known 


However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be less.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersection and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed intensity of development at Blocks 29-32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above. 


Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative


The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, is designed to reduce traffic- and construction-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the event center's design and siting on Blocks 29-32, but the mixed use development of commercial-industrial-retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf. 


In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160-foot-tall office towers; the 16th Street tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid-block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7-2.


Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project.



INSERT FIGURE 7-2
REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN



Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24).


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday evening peak hour (see Table 7-3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project, however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario. Table 7-6 and Table 7-7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. 


Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections (King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and one I-80 freeway ramp (I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp). Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit would be less than significant.  


Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., 11 on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Similar the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp locations). 


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M-TR-9d, Event Center Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this impact to less than significant. 


Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7-13 as compared to Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be less than significant. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Density Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for this alternative and is not shown in Table 7-13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7-13. Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same under this alternative as for the proposed project. 



Table 7-13
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Reduced INTensity Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.7


			0.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			63.3


			3.0


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			0.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.5


			1.0


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			66.9


			2.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.3


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.1


			6.4


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.9


			0.9


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			63.8


			2.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			64.7


			4.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015





Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street.


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site.


Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Density Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Density Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.45


			1.34





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			66


			246


			8.6


			8.5





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			54


			164


			2.0


			1.9





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers


			.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Density Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Density Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			117/72


			66/64


			109/86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Density Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center in the east and central part of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160-foot tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160-foot-tall tower (along South Street) and a 55-foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known. 


However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development 


Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all of the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 along the San Francisco waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for upgrading its waterfront facilities.


Description of Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 / Seawall Lot 330


Site Description


Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of San Francisco (Port). Piers 30-32 is an approximately 12.7-acre rectangular-shaped concrete pier structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30-32 has no existing on-deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30-32 are in poor structural condition and can no longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an approximately 2.3-acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point-South Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30-32 is within an area subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan.


Alternative Description


This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsor's previously proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in Figure 7-3. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center on Piers 30-32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also located on Piers 30-32, this off-site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Red's Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Red's Java House would be relocated from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing structure, and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side.


Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses (including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, hotel and parking uses) above which a 13story residential tower would be developed in the south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7story hotel tower in the north portion of the site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330.


Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses.



INSERT FIGURE 7-3





CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30-32 AND SWL 330, including inset with project location



Construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about 32 months for the entire development, including extensive in-water construction activities in the vicinity of Piers 30-32. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30-32, construction activities would include: demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30-32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging within a portion of the Pier 28-30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30-32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of all above-deck Piers 30-32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30-32; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero.


At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets.


This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 


Ability of the Off-site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all of the basic project objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Land Use


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project approval process, these agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off-site location at Piers 30-32, including Red's Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the proposed project.


This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an event center for the proposed project). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle access to the site.  


Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330.  Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 


Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post-game late evening peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project (i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study intersections for the proposed project. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game scenario.  






table 7-19
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			36.7


			D


			36.9


			D


			37.4


			D





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			30.5


			C


			31.5


			C


			38.0


			D





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			79.5


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			61.9


			E


			66.8


			E


			> 80


			F





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			71.0


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			39.1


			D


			37.6


			D


			42.4


			D





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			58.1


			E


			62.6


			E


			70.4


			E





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			55.8


			E


			59.6


			E


			63.1


			E





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			56.0


			E


			59.5


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			56.0


			E


			72.8


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			21.2


			C


			32.5


			C


			24.2


			C





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			33.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			41.8


			D





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			32.4


			C


			34.4


			C


			38.8


			D





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			53.6


			D


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			52.2


			D


			53.1


			D


			54.4


			D





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			41.8


			D


			42.0


			D


			44.5


			D





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			60.9


			E


			> 80


			F





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			20.2


			C


			21.3


			C


			28.2


			C





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





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












table 7-20
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – SATURDAY EVENING Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			26.1


			C


			26.4


			C


			29.2


			C





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			31.4


			C


			31.9


			C


			33.3


			C





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			12.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			12.9


			B





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.3


			C


			21.2


			C


			54.9


			D





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.0


			C


			23.9


			C


			25.1


			C





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			22.9


			C


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			23.9


			C


			26.2


			C


			33.4


			C





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			19.1


			B


			23.1


			C


			27.0


			C





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			33.9


			C


			36.8


			D


			39.4


			D





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			32.5


			C


			39.8


			D





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			30.8


			C


			56.8


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			76.1


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			22.0


			C


			25.5


			C


			51.1


			D





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			12.0


			B


			12.1


			B


			13.2


			B





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			26.8


			C


			50.2


			D


			63.6


			E





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			18.0


			B


			17.6


			B


			34.5


			C





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			30.2


			C


			30.2


			C


			54.2


			D





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			28.3


			C


			36.3


			D


			79.4


			E





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			28.7


			C


			28.8


			C


			29.5


			C





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			21.8


			C


			21.9


			C


			23.1


			C





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			27.1


			C


			27.1


			C


			32.9


			C





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.0


			C


			55.2


			E





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			10.7


			B


			11.2


			B


			15.3


			B





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			25.9


			C


			28.3


			C


			38.8


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





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














During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I-80 and I-280 freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the Off-site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. However, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate 514 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, impacts on local transit operations would be less than significant. Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off-site Alternative would be greater than for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative. 


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would not require additional Muni transit service, as multiple routes would be available to serve the combined demand, and the Off-site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Off-site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips accessing Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets providing access to transit stops and nearby off-street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off-site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Off-site Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Off-site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30-32 and passenger loading/unloading activities could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 30-32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Off-site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include on-site commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading demand. Because the Off-site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would not change the configuration or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post-event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impact of the Off-site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts. The Off-site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off-site Alternative would contribute considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit.


Helipad Safety. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.  


Noise


Construction Impacts


Unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction noise impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off-site Alternative at this location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four-year period compared to 26-months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile-driving activities in proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise-reducing techniques, including exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


Also, unlike the proposed project which would have less-than-significant construction vibration impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished vibration levels such that vibration-related impacts due to project construction would be less than significant. In contrast, under this off-site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off-site alternative and the non-existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternative's contribution to cumulative adverse noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant but mitigable contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Operational Impacts. 


Exposure to or Generate Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge as well as from operations of the MUNI light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials could ensure that interior noise levels within multi-family residential units and proposed hotels would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is different impact that would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off-site Alternative location has greater access to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase be considered less than significant, as shown in Table 7-21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9). For both the proposed project and the Off-site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the would be less than significant during this time period. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off-site Alternative, modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off-site Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be less than significant Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project.






Table 7-21
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Off-site Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Convention Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			69.4


			69.6


			0.2


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			61.1


			61.4


			0.3


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			60.7


			61.8


			1.1


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.2


			69.1


			1.9


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.4


			68.0


			0.6


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			55.0


			55.9


			0.9


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			56.9


			56.7


			-0.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.6


			68.1


			0.5


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.7


			68.8


			1.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			58.2


			59.8


			1.6


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			58.1


			57.8


			-0.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


 



Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off-site Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would migrate to the closest Muni light rail platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off-site Alternative is also directly in from of an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off-site location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate that existing noise levels at the Off-site residential receptor during quieter periods would be increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise impact of the Off-site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event center. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a sensitive receptor.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.4614


			180.07204


			6.867.6


			6.867.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.9160


			3.384


			3.438





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			553.43


			29570.46


			120.75


			110.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			NoYes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.8876


			15735.90


			1.10.98


			1.10.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.109


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			298.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			376.89


			19977.72


			1.974


			1.870





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. UnlLike the proposed project, operational impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be a less than significant and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions substantiallyslightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would be belowexceed the applicable significance thresholds. The primary reason for this difference is that the Off-site Alternative is located in Super-district 1 which, because of its proximity to major regional transit connections results in lower vehicle trip rates and a resultant estimated VMT of approximately  54 percent that of the proposed project. Consequently, The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would not apply to the Off-site Alternative for operational emissions of criteria air pollutants, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			3712


			8717


			144.9


			6.32.2





			Marine


			1.1


			7.4


			0.28


			0.28





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers


			2.13.3


			2314


			4.62.9


			4.62.9





			Area Sources


			4029


			0.3710


			0.049


			0.049





			Total 


			4680


			48102


			1017


			7.19.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			2.26.8


			3.216


			0.892.5


			0.401.2





			Marine


			0.20


			1.3


			0.05


			0.05





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.05


			0.15


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.600.38


			4.12.6


			0.8352


			0.8352





			Area Sources


			5.37.2


			0.027


			0.012


			0.012





			Total


			8.314


			8.819


			1.83.1


			1.31.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			YesNo


			YesNo


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not the cumulative contributions of all sources (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  A 0.2 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non‐injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non‐injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727‐736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


[bookmark: _GoBack]Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ. This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased PM2.5 concentrations and cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206366


			30125


			1.31.8


			0.1929





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			NoYes











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. Piers 30-32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30-32 along the Bay and the open Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30-32 currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 include the 22-story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing Seawall Lot 330, the mid-level (8-story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the northwest, and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest.


Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not apply to Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential wind effects at Piers 30-32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off-site Alternative considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off-site Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project-plus-cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions. 


The wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed that under existing conditions, existing-plus-project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard criterion was not exceeded at any of the off-site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30-32/ Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29-32.


Shadow.  As discussed above, there no buildings on Piers 30-32 (except for Red’s Java House) and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are from the approximate 13-acre footprint of the Piers 30-32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22-story Watermark building (west corner of Seawall 330), the 8-story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the afternoon.


Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes privately-owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on The Embarcadero approximately ¼-mile north and south of the project site, respectively, however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one-third mile southwest of the project site.  This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off-site Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.  


· During the winter solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (noon to sunset).


· During the summer solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning (before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon (approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).  


· During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 


Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the stormwater drainage from the project site.


However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this alternative would not cause the SFPUC's combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the San Francisco Police Department's (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel and retail uses would also provide their own on-site private security personnel similar to other mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in-water construction activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels that could adversely affect special-status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special-status fish could still occur.


However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Similar to the proposed project, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions. 


Thus, overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off-site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project.


Geology and Soils


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the extensive in-water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30-32. However, there are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. Thus, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the proposed project. 


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality.


There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the Bay's designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required for the Off-site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP).


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off-site Alternative, it is assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, an alternative at Piers 30-32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of an adaptive management plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant for the Off-site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP-IS), the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the Off-site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required.


Thus, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project. 


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off-site Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet all of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all of the basic project objectives.


Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project.





Table 7-26
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives


			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Land Use


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Population and Housing


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.





			


			Impact C-CP-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to comparable excavation requirements at Seawall Lot 330.





			


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			Potentially significant impact on nearby historic resources during construction due to groundborne vibration, which could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation.





			Transportation and Circulation


			Impact TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


			Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at one study intersection, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario; less than significant impacts for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts at one study intersection for the No Event scenario, similar to the proposed project, but intersection would remain at LOS E compared to LOS F for the project.


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts same as proposed project for event scenarios.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant. 


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation











			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			Transit impacts less than significant


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project for event scenarios. 


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for event scenarios.





			


			Impact TR-6: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact TR-9: Project construction could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. No impact related to event center lighting. 


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. Impacts related to specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations would be the same as the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply.


			No helipad safety impacts





			


			Impact TR-11: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at multiple intersections significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-12: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.








			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-13: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on Muni, same as the proposed project.


			Transit impacts on Muni less than significant.





			


			Impact TR-14: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact TR-15: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact TR-18: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-19: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact TR-20: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.





			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project..


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-21: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-22: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact C-TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at two intersections.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, same as the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact C-TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-4: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less than significant





			


			Impact C-TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on regional transit capacity under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-6: Proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			Noise and Vibration


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise would be a substantial increase over ambient levels and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction groundborne vibration would exceed threshold for human annoyance and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact NO-4: Project operations could include use of amplified sound equipment in outdoor areas that could result in noise levels violating the noise ordinance, and there is the potential for leakage of interior concert/event noise to affect sensitive land uses. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No impacts related to amplified sound equipment, and no mitigation required.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as those of the project.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			Potential impact to expose new sensitive uses to unacceptable noise levels, but feasible measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Noise levels from increased traffic on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Increased roadway noise levels in the project vicinity would be less than significant under all modeled scenarios.


			Impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project, at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, though the increases would be slightly less than the project but still exceed significance thresholds.


			Roadway noise levels would be less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Increased noise levels due to crowd noise at the Muni T-Line platform in the nighttime when event patrons are departing would be a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby residential uses.


			No impact related to crowd noise


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as for the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project





			Noise and Vibration (cont.)


			Impact C-NO-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on construction noise could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be the same as those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, assuming there would be concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity





			


			Impact C-NO-2: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on traffic noise levels would significant and unavoidable at Illinois St during weekday peak hour and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa during Saturday evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be less than significant on local roadways under all modeled scenarios.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday evenings, similar to the proposed project, but unlike the project, the cumulative noise impact at this location on weekday peak hours would be less than significant.


			Contribution to cumulative roadway noise levels would be less than significant.















			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Air Quality


			Impact AQ-1: Construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.


			Construction emissions would be less than significant.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, assuming comparable construction scenario, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-2: Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.





			Operational emissions would be less than significant


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation would generate toxic air contaminants that could exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk, but identified mitigation would reduce the risk to less than significant.


			Impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air contaminants would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			· Significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions could be reduced to less than significant with feasible measures


· Significant and unavoidable with mitigation construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptors.


· 





			


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			New receptors would be located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures.








			


			Impact AQ-4: The project with implementation of identified air quality mitigation measures would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact is less than significant with mitigation.








			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Air Quality
(cont.)


			Impact C-AQ-1: The project's contribution to cumulative construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions could be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of and emission offset mitigation measure.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			Impact is less than significant


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be similar to that of the project.





			Wind and Shadow


			Impact WS-1: The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of wind hazard exceedances at off-site public walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the identified mitigation measure, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts would be less than significant





			Recreation


			All impacts less than significant 


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Utilities and Service Systems


			Impact UT-5: The project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects would require improvements to one and possibly two wastewater pump stations, the construction of which could have significant environmental effect. This impact is significant and unavoidable, with no mitigation available at this time.





			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			


			Impact UT-7: The SFPUC has determined that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. This impact is significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation by the project sponsor to contribute their fair share to the construction of capacity improvements.





			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Public Services


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Biological Resources


			Impact BI-4: Project construction could affect breeding birds, and project operations could adversely affect birds due to increased risk of collisions with buildings. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Same impact and mitigation with respect to breeding birds; no impact with respect to avian collisions with buildings





			


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			· Significant and unavoidable impact on special-status fish and marine mammals due to construction noise


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures


· Construction and operational impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Geology and Soils


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Hydrology and Water Quality


			Impact HY-6: Impacts related to dry and wet weather flows and combined sewer discharges would be less than significant, but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP could be affected due to unknown nature of future business and research uses. Identified mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			No impact, because future uses would generate typical municipal wastewater





			


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			Construction impacts on water quality of the Bay due to in-water construction activities could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)


			Littering impact determined to be less than significant with implementation of required trash control and management programs.


			Same as proposed project


			Same as proposed project


			Potential water quality impact associated with littering due to proximity to the Bay could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			Impact HZ-1: Project operations could include uses that handle biohazardous materials, which could have health and safety impacts; project construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			No impact related to use of biohazardous materials. 





			


			Impact HZ-2: Project operations could include child-care centers that could expose a sensitive population to hazardous materials. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Mineral and Energy Resources


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Agriculture and Forest Resources


			No impacts


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected


In developing the proposed project, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than those of the project. The alternatives considered and reasons OCII has rejected them from further analysis are described below. 


Alternative Identified During Scoping 


During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from  that scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project.


Alternatives Considered but Rejected


The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and mixed-use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero Power Plant Site.


Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to construct the event center at Piers 30-32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, and OCII's reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27.






Table 7-27
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Pier 50


			Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 20-acre site on the Bay has four existing shed structures. Current uses include harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, and the Port's maintenance facility. 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. Site suitability is unknown.





			Pier 80 or India Basin Area


			Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, operated by Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro Ports). 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 80 would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that are not available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In addition, the event center would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. 





			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard


			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres along the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS Phase II). Both areas are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.


			Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a major mixed-use project including open space, housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and neighborhood retail) uses, research and development, artist space, a marina, new infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment venues. 





			Schlage Lock site


			About 20-acre now-vacant former industrial site wedged between the residential neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood along the City's southern border; former site of Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; considered a brownfield site with contaminated soil and groundwater identified at the site, but with an approved Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic site with historic resources.


			The site is within the Visitacion Valley Redevelopment project area and is programmed for mixed-use development, including approximately 1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Bill Graham Civic Auditorium


			Existing multi-purpose arena located in the Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, former home of the Golden State Warriors from 1964 to 1966 


			The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate the event center and would fail to meet most of the project objectives.





			The Presidio


			The Presidio is a park and former military base on the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 


			Even if a site were available and desirable for an event center, development at the Presidio would require approval by the National Park Service. Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological resources. The site would also fail to meet most of the project objectives. 









Table 7-27 (Continued)
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Cow Palace


			Existing multi-purpose venue located in Daly City, just south of the City border and Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat show, and dog show


			Development at a location outside the City would fail to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow Palace site is within the City of Daly City’s jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 





			On top of the new Transbay Terminal


			Downtown San Francisco


			The technical feasibility of this concept is doubtful, given that this concept is not part of the design and approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the development of an event center on top of another structure were to be technically feasible, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Land beneath the northern section of Highway 280 should it be demolished (King Street Caltrain yard and railroad right-of-way north of the Mariposa exit)


			The Planning Department received funding from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to produce a technical study of development on the 4th/King railyards, including explorations of the potential physical and economic feasibility for such development as well as revenue potential to help fund rail infrastructure such as the Caltrain Extension to downtown.


This study, which was initiated in mid-2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was intended to be a launching point to inform future detailed analysis that can take place once the ultimate configuration of the railyards is more certain. Caltrain is currently engaged in planning for electrification of its service and both Caltrain and the California High Speed Rail Authority are engaged in planning for the implementation of a blended rail service on the Peninsula and into San Francisco. As such, this development study was a high-level initial technical analysis based on information published and known to date about the future configuration of the approximately 19-acre railyards.


			This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.
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Event Center at Seawall Lot 337


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 


Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project—Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor.


Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a loading dock.


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor. 


This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s. 


This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.
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Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Sekhri, Neil; Clarke Miller; Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Project Data Summary Check-In
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2015 12:54:20 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png


Sorry, looping in Pedro as I should have from the start!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2015 11:59 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Sekhri, Neil; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: Project Data Summary Check-In
 
Hi Catherine,
 
I’m attaching our most recently revised template for the Project Data Summaries, which will be
shared across all the updated packages. Can you take a look and make sure we have incorporated all
of OCII’s comments from the drafts?
 
When you get a chance, we’d appreciate your feedback on a few of the other open questions re:
BCSD (column material, lab/R&D, utility plans, etc.).
 
Thank you!
Kate
 
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:pedro.arce@sfgov.org

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014










From: Clarke Miller
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);


David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; Yamauchi, Lori


Subject: Re: Meeting re: Warriors" Construction Cranes
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 9:50:54 PM


Hi Diane,


The group here generally appears to be the appropriate list of attendees. Paul at
ESA may want whomever ran the flight path analysis at ESA to attend as well. 


We're in several upcoming all-day CEQA meetings, so if we can't assemble the full
group here in a timely manner, I recommend we proceed with a smaller subset who
can meet this week or early next week, and then they report out to their respective
teams. 


Thanks,
Clarke


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On May 15, 2015, at 10:06 AM, Wong, Diane C. <Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu> wrote:


Hello Clarke,
 
We have reviewed the ADEIR section and have a number of questions and concerns
about the construction cranes.   We would like to set up a working meeting to discuss
the issues and develop a workable plan for all involved – something more specific than
the mitigation currently identified in the ADEIR.   Besides those on this email, are there
others on the City/Warriors side who should participate?  Please let me know, and I
will have Kim Woo in our office set this up.  I will invite our helipad consultant and
Calstar pilots.
 
Thanks.  Diane
 


From: Wong, Diane C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 8:59 AM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Clarke, thanks for the message.  I agree with your suggested approach.  We’ll take a
look at the analysis and let you know if there are significant issues.



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:Kevin.Beauchamp@ucsf.edu

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com

mailto:Lori.Yamauchi@ucsf.edu

mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com





 
Diane
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Wong, Diane C.; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Diane,
I was just informed by ESA that the draft section of the EIR which covers the issue of
the helicopter flight path will be ready for review shortly and will be shared with UCSF
as we’ve done in the past. Given that the analysis is complete, it seems prudent to for
us all to review that section, flag any issues, and then schedule a follow-up meeting if
any significant issues are raised. Please let us know if this approach is acceptable to
you.
Regards,
Clarke
 
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 9:15 PM
To: 'Wong, Diane C.'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Hi Diane,
Thanks for the offer. We did have an opportunity for a conference call with your
helicopter consultant last November (I don’t recall whether you were able to
participate or not), but I don’t think it hurts to have an additional conversation now
that ESA (our CEQA consultant, copied here) is performing a more detailed analysis for
the EIR. I’d recommend ESA participate in the meeting, as well as a member of our GC.
Do you have dates in mind?
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 3:23 PM
To: Catherine Reilly; Clarke Miller
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Catherine and Clarke,
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A while back we discussed the potential for us to meet with the Warriors’ construction
contractors to share information about the UCSF flight paths, and to discuss ways to
minimize potential impacts on those flight paths from the Warriors’ construction
cranes.   Although we understand the issue will be discussed in the Warriors’ EIR, we
think such a meeting would be helpful, and could also inform the EIR analysis.  We
could bring along our helipad consultant who could share information about FAA and
Caltrans requirements, as well as a couple of pilots from Calstar, the air ambulance
company that serves the hospital, who can provide feedback based on actual practice
and flight experience.
 
Would you be open to such a meeting?  If so, I can have Kim Woo in our office schedule
it.
 
Thanks.  Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "David Manica"; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); "David Carlock"; Jesse Blout
Cc: Leah DiCarlo
Subject: RE: 5/19 OCII Presentation Draft
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:35:00 AM


Thanks all – I took a quick look and had a few comments.  Overall – the presentation should be
based on what was done for the CAC, and you do not have to try and fit it to my memo (I was just
selecting a representative overview of key snapshots for the memo).  I took a look back at the two
PPTs and I think the office one gives the best idea of what to shoot for, since we had delved in at a
more detailed level for the arena as the community had seen it so many times already.   While some
general materials should be shown, they should not be the focus.  The open space should focus
more on the big picture cool stuff being proposed (plazas, activation, etc.) and limit the small inset
graphics that won’t be legible on the screen.  Again the CAC presentation for the office did a good
job of setting the stage, walking around the projects at a general level (won’t be able to do the
same detail as we did for the arena due to the timeframe), and doing a little focus on the materials,
etc.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 9:26 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); 'David Carlock';
Jesse Blout
Cc: Leah DiCarlo; David Manica
Subject: FW: 5/19 OCII Presentation Draft
 
Hi All,
 
Link to the draft Commission PPT deck below on time and as promised.  Please forward to others as
necessary.
Looking forward to your coordinated list of comments which will be promptly incorporated into the
final version.
Thanks all.  Talk soon,
D
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David L. Manica
AIA, NCARB, LEED AP
 


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


T     +1 816 421 8890
M    +1 816 786 9610
Skype   david.manica
manicaarchitecture.com
 
 
 


From: Leah DiCarlo 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:06 AM
To: David Manica
Subject: 5/19 OCII Presentation Draft
 
Server path:  M:\Projects\San Francisco Mission Bay\Entitlements\OCII\2015.05.19 OCII Commission
 


Link:  http://we.tl/X5m77ALnZt
 
 
Leah DiCarlo
 


M A N I C A
a r c h i t e c t u r e
 
1915 W 43rd AVENUE #100
KANSAS CITY  KS   66103
 


T    1.816.421.8890
M   1.816.810.5815
 


manicaarchitecture.com
 



http://www.manicaarchitecture.com/

http://we.tl/X5m77ALnZt

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.mapquest.com/maps?city=Kansas+City&state=MO&address=1811+Walnut&zipcode=64108

http://www.manicaarchitecture.com/






From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Clarke Miller; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; pmitchell@esassoc.com; khunt@calstar.org; Ross J. Fay;


Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); David Carlock; jeffwright@heliplanners.com; Culver, Craig;
Wong, Diane C.


Subject: RE: Availability Request: Warriors" Construction Cranes Meeting
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:27:49 AM
Attachments: image001.png


I am available 5/20 but traveling on 5/26. Please proceed in my absence as necessary. Thanks.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:20 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; pmitchell@esassoc.com; khunt@calstar.org;
Ross J. Fay; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock;
jeffwright@heliplanners.com; Culver, Craig; Wong, Diane C.
Subject: Re: Availability Request: Warriors' Construction Cranes Meeting
 
I'm available the same days/times as Adam. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On May 19, 2015, at 10:06 AM, Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org> wrote:


I am available the following times:


5/20       2:30-4:30
5/26       9:30-11 or 1-3    


Adam Van de Water
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.6625
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On May 19, 2015, at 9:51 AM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu> wrote:


All:
 
At the request of Diane Wong, I am setting up a meeting to discuss
Warriors’ construction cranes.  It will last 90 minutes and take place at
UCSF Mission Bay.  Please let me know if you are available on the
following dates/times to attend in person or via conference call.  Note:
When sending a response, please hit “Reply All.”  If possible, please send
responses ASAP as I’ll be out of the office tomorrow and Thursday.
 
5/20       2:30-4:30
5/22       8-12
5/26       8-5
5/27       1-4         
 
Required Attendees:
Kevin Beauchamp
Diane Wong
Clarke Miller      
Vic Watson        
Paul Mitchell     
Jeff Wright         
Kris Hunt             
Ross Fay
 
Optional Attendees:
Catherine Reilly               
Adam Van de Water      
Brett Bollinger                  
Kate Aufhauser               
David Carlock           
                      
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Jose Farran


(jifarran@adavantconsulting.com); lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW Wycko Transportation Review Comments
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 9:58:29 AM


 
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 3:53 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: GSW Wycko Transportation Review Comments
 
Page 5.2-26:  Isn't Bicycle Route 40 slated to run along 17th on the edge of Potrero
Hill with a transition on 7th Street to 16th Street?
 
Pages 5.2-46 & 5.2-50:  Please address the configuration of bicycle lanes on 16th
Street between 3rd Street and Terry Francois, including designation not at the north
curb between Illinois and 3rd Streets.  This configuration is described on page 5.2-
153.
 
Page 5.2-62:  Please indicate the approximate volume of vehicles affected by the
forced left turn from northbound 3rd Street to 16th Street after arena events.
 
Pages 5.2-92 & 5.2-122:  The discussion of vehicle assignments to UCSF garages
needs to clarify that while these assignments were conservatively made based on
proximity to the arena, there is not a presumption that arena visitors will be able to
use UCSF parking and discuss likely differences in routings if UCSF parking were not
available..
 
Page 5.2-94, Figure 5.2-14B:  "No Event and Convention Event"
 
Page 5.2-134, Table 5.2-41:  A footnote should be added that indicates that 93% T-
Third capacity utilization is not considered a significant impact based on SFMTA's
standards for special events as discussed on page 5.2-137.
 
Pages 5.2-144 & 5.2-180:  In the impact statements, please substitute "... or create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians..." instead of "nor."
 
Page 5.2-149:  Please supplement to address accommodation of sidewalk widths
greater than 15 feet at key connection and bottlenecks on north side of 16th Street
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adjacent to the arena.
 
Page 5.2-161:  Bulleted item #2 appears not to be fully accurate based on the
extensive passenger loading activities that would occur in these bicycle lanes.
 
Page 5.2-163:  In the 3rd sentence of the first full paragraph, please substitute "may"
instead of "... would also park within UCSF facilities..."
 
Page 5.2-169, Table 5.2-48:  Please clarify whether "existing" reflects conditions with
or without a Giants game.
 
Page 5.2-172:  Please clarify which of the adversely affected intersections would
have significant impacts even without overlapping evening events.
 
Page 5.2-178:  In order to assert that transit impacts would be less than significant
with mitigation, please ascertain that additional transit services can and will be
provided.  This discussion glosses over the competition for space with overlapping
Giants games on the T-Third streetcars, in particular, before and after overlapping
events.
 
Page 5.2-199:  The final sentence in the first full paragraph could be interpreted as
concluding that traffic circling in the area seeking parking would cause a significant
pedestrian impact, which is not a reasonable basis for this conclusion.
 
Page 5.2-214:  The identification of 15 study intersection with significant impacts is
additively accurate but it should be noted that simultaneous significant impacts would
be more like 8-9 intersections and that the total of 15 affected intersections reflects
the additive total from various temporal scenarios.
 
Page 5.2-217, Table 5.2-63:  Why are cumulative impacts with a basketball game or
major arena event not presented for the T-Third and 22-Fillmore?








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; khunt@calstar.org; Ross J. Fay; Reilly, Catherine (ADM);


Bollinger, Brett (CPC); David Carlock; jeffwright@heliplanners.com; Culver, Craig; Wong, Diane C.; Peter
Green; Michael Arnold


Subject: RE: Availability Request: Warriors" Construction Cranes Meeting
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 11:06:18 AM
Attachments: image001.png


All:
 
I would prefer to have one of ESA’s Airports Group analysts attend this meeting (either Mike Arnold
and/or Peter Green, cc:d in this email)
 
As far as availability, they are only available on 5/26, 9:30-11:00 (preferable) or 1:00 to 3:00 (backup)
 
Thanks.
 
Paul Mitchell
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:28 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; Paul Mitchell; khunt@calstar.org; Ross J. Fay;
Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); David Carlock; jeffwright@heliplanners.com; Culver,
Craig; Wong, Diane C.
Subject: RE: Availability Request: Warriors' Construction Cranes Meeting
 
I am available 5/20 but traveling on 5/26. Please proceed in my absence as necessary. Thanks.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:20 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; pmitchell@esassoc.com; khunt@calstar.org;
Ross J. Fay; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock;
jeffwright@heliplanners.com; Culver, Craig; Wong, Diane C.
Subject: Re: Availability Request: Warriors' Construction Cranes Meeting
 
I'm available the same days/times as Adam. 


Clarke Miller
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Strada Investment Group


On May 19, 2015, at 10:06 AM, Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org> wrote:


I am available the following times:


5/20       2:30-4:30
5/26       9:30-11 or 1-3    


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


On May 19, 2015, at 9:51 AM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu> wrote:


All:
 
At the request of Diane Wong, I am setting up a meeting to discuss
Warriors’ construction cranes.  It will last 90 minutes and take place at
UCSF Mission Bay.  Please let me know if you are available on the
following dates/times to attend in person or via conference call.  Note:
When sending a response, please hit “Reply All.”  If possible, please send
responses ASAP as I’ll be out of the office tomorrow and Thursday.
 
5/20       2:30-4:30
5/22       8-12
5/26       8-5
5/27       1-4         
 
Required Attendees:
Kevin Beauchamp
Diane Wong
Clarke Miller      
Vic Watson        
Paul Mitchell     
Jeff Wright         
Kris Hunt             
Ross Fay
 
Optional Attendees:
Catherine Reilly               
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Adam Van de Water      
Brett Bollinger                  
Kate Aufhauser               
David Carlock           
                      
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Webster, Leslie (CWP)
Subject: RE: Warriors: Map MB SSPS flows
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 9:18:00 AM
Attachments: 2_5_14JKingTour.pdf


The Kaiser Building 41-43/P4 is not open yet.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Webster, Leslie [mailto:LWebster@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 7:49 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Fwd: Warriors: Map MB SSPS flows
 
Catherine, do you have 15 minutes today for a warriors emergency? We're meeting with Tommy
this afternoon and I'm trying to get the best info on which of the buildings that flow to the sanitary
sewer pump station are actively connected to the sanitary sewer today (as in folks there are flushing
toilets). We've gotten as far as the attached map Whig combines aerial photos and water service
connection info. Can you take a quick look and see if we are close? 
Thanks!
Leslie


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Sukardi, Marsha" <MSukardi@sfwater.org>
Date: May 12, 2015 at 4:51:30 PM PDT
To: "Webster, Leslie" <LWebster@sfwater.org>
Subject: Map MB SSPS flows


Hi Leslie,
Here is the map delineating blocks going to SSPS according to the OCC report and the
fact that GSW flows going to Mariposa.
 
I’ll wait for Don or Levon to reply by tomorrow about the Block/Lot numbers before I
try to dig it up myself from the Public Real Estate website.
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ARDEN
Bosa - 267 Residential Units



Estimated Completion: July 2015



SOMA HOTEL
Stanford Hotel Group - 250 Room 4-star hotel



Estimated Complete: November 2016



1000 CHANNEL STREET
Strada - 350 Residential Units / 25,000 sq ft retail 



Estimated Complete: 2016



CHANNEL MISSION BAY 
UDR - 315 Residential Units / 9,000 sq ft retail



Completed January 2014



AZURE
Equity Residential - 273 Rental Units



Estimated Complete: June 2015



KAISER MISSION BAY - Kaiser
219,000 sq ft Medical Office Building



Estimated Completion 2015



1670 OWENS GARAGE - Alexandria
803 spaces - Completed September 2009



VENUE 
Summerhill  - 147 Rental Units / 9,000 sq ft retail



Completed January 2014



1450 OWENS - Alexandria
60,000 sq ft Life Sciences Building



(future)



707 16TH
Kilroy Realty



Approx 680,000 square feet



 Biotech or Commercial Office



BLOCK N4P3
Integral Development



129 Residential Units:



103 Market-Rate Rental Units;



and 26 Affordable Rental Units



PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING
City and County of SF - 280,000 sq ft SF Police Dept Headquarters 



Hall of Justice, District Police Station, District Fire Station 



Estimated Complete: November 2014



GLADSTONE INSTITUTES
180,000 square feet research and lab facility



Completed  November 2004



1550 OWENS GARAGE - Alexandria
 Entitled for approximately 300 spaces (future)



1500 OWENS - Alexandria
165,000 sq ft Life Sciences Building



Completed September 2009



450 SOUTH ST. GARAGE
Alexandria - 1424 spaces - Completed August 2009



GAP INC. / OLD NAVY 
Hines - 285,000 sq ft office



Completed November 2002



500 TERRY FRANCOIS BOULEVARD 
Sobrato Management (Meraki / Cisco / Wix) - 305,000 sq ft office  



Completed May 2008



455 MISSION BAY BOULEVARD 
Alexandria - 225,000 sq ft office and 4,600 sq ft retail



Lab/Office: Bayer, Nektar Therapeutics - Completed October 2010



STRATA
Urban Housing Group 



192 Rental Units / 9,900 sq ft retail  - Completed March 2009



RADIANCE / MADRONE
Bosa Development
418 Condominium Units / 10,000 sq ft retail 



Block 10A (Radiance) 99 Units - Completed June 2008 



Block 10 (Madrone) 329 Units - Completed: October 2012



1700 OWENS - Alexandria
153,000 sq ft life science office and lab space



10,000 sq ft ground floor retail



Completed  December 2006



UCSF MEDICAL CENTER
UCSF - Cancer, Womens’ and Childrens’ Hospital



Phase 1: 289-beds (Complete: Feb 2015) 



and 600-space parking structure 



Phase 2: 550-beds total 



MB360
Essex 
Block 5: 172 Rental Units / 17k sq ft retail. Est. Complete: Q2 2015



Block 11: 188 Rental Units. Est. Complete: Q4 2014   



BLOCKS 33-34 
UCSF
500,000 gross sq ft office 



1455-1515 THIRD STREET
Alexandria / Uber
422,980 gross sq ft commercial office 



BLOCKS 29-32
Salesforce.com - under contract to Golden State Warriors



1,000,000 gross sq ft



Arena and mixed use development 



EDGEWATER
UDR



193 Rental Units



Completed September 2007



PARK TERRACE
Opus West Development
110 Condominium Units



500 sq ft retail space



Completed September 2007



ARTERRA
Intracorp



269 Condominium Units



800 sq ft retail



Completed August 2008



255 BERRY
Signature Properties



100 condominium units



Completed May 2004



235 BERRY
Signature Properties



99 condominium units



Completed March 2007



AVALON II
Avalon Bay - 313 rental units



including 19 affordable units



8600 square feet of retail space



Completed October 2006



THE BEACON
 Centurian



595 condominium units



including 27 affordable units



with 45,000 sq ft office



and 83,000 sq ft retail



Completed March 2004



CRESCENT COVE
The Related Companies



236 Affordable Rental Units



Completed June 2007



RICH SORRO COMMONS
Mission Housing - 100 Rental Apartments



Affordable family units with on-site child care 



9,850 sq ft retail space. Completed June 2002



MISSION CREEK SENIOR COMMUNITY
Mercy Housing - 140 Rental Units



Affordable Senior Housing, w/ on site health services.



7,800 sq ft retail and Public Library. Completed July 2006



AVALON I
Avalon Bay - 250 Rental Units, including 21 affordable units



7,800 sq ft retail space. Completed March 2003



THE GLASSWORKS
Santa Fe Partners - 39 Condominiums



19,000 sq. ft. office; 7,800 sq. ft retail. Completed June 2003



MISSION WALK
Bridge Housing



131 Affordable Condominium Units



Completed September 2009



AVALON III
Avalon Bay - 260 rental units



11,200 sq ft retail space



Completed September 2009



FIBROGEN LIFE SCIENCE
Alexandria - 450,000 sq ft commercial office



Completed September 2008



1180 FOURTH STREET 
Mercy Housing - 150 Affordable Rental Units



Completed September 2014



BLOCKS 6 EAST and 6 WEST
City and County of SF - 233 Affordable Rental Units 



BLOCKS 9 and 9A
City and County of San Francisco - 150 Affordable Units



BLOCK 4 EAST
City and County of SF - 97 Affordable Rental Units for Seniors



BLOCKS 7 EAST and 7 WEST 
Related and CCDC - 200 Affordable Rental Units, and Retail (7W)



Family House - 80 Extended-Stay Residences (7E) for Families 



of Patients at UCSF Medical Center Benioff Children’s Hospital 



UCSF ACADEMIC
OFFICE BUILDING



UCSF - 263,000 sq ft



Faculty Offices and Support Space



Completed September 2014



CAMPUS HOUSING
UCSF - 430 units for over 750 students



Completed September 2005



SANDLER NEUROSCIENCES CENTER - UCSF
237,000 sq ft of lab and research space



Completed January 2012



SMITH CARDIOVASCULAR
RESEARCH BUILDING - UCSF



236,000 sq ft lab, educational space



Completed September 2010



ROCK HALL - UCSF
170,000 sq ft of research space



Completed August 2003



WILLIAM J. RUTTER CENTER - UCSF
155,000 square feet of educational, social & recreational space



Completed  October 2005



THIRD STREET GARAGE
UCSF - 822 spaces (Phase 1)



Completed February 2006



GENENTECH HALL - UCSF
385,000 sq ft research and educational building



Completed October 2002
 UCSF / QB3
California Institute for



Quantitative Biosciences
152,000 sq ft research building



Completed November 2004



BLOCK 3 EAST
City and County of SF - 100 Affordable Rental Units



BLOCK 12 WEST
City and County of San Francisco



125 Affordable Units, For-Sale



HELEN DILLER CANCER
RESEARCH CENTER- UCSF



162,000 sq ft lab, educational space



Completed June 2009



MISSION CREEK PARK
City and County of San Francisco - An 18-acre contiguous 



waterfront park, with picnic areas, basketball, volleyball, 



tennis, kayak facilities, dog-friendly play area, 



waterfront esplanade, community garden, pedestrian and bicycle paths.



MISSION BAY DRIVE
MEDIAN & CIRCLE (P10)



City and County of San Francisco
Approx. 1 acre of green streetscape / landscape



with innovative stormwater treatment bioswales



Completed November 2011



PARKS P16 - P17 - P18 - P19 
City and County of San Francisco - 2.6 acres of public open space



Completed March 2009 - October 2010.  P19 est. complete May 2015
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NORTH NOVEMBER 2014



MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL



AFFORDABLE RESIDENTIAL



HOTEL



GROUND LEVEL RETAIL



COMMERCIAL OFFICE / BIOTECH LAB



UCSF CAMPUS 



UCSF MEDICAL CENTER - HOSPITAL



PARKS & PUBLIC OPEN SPACE



PUBLIC FACILITY (SCHOOL, POLICE / FIRE, ETC)



SAN FRANCISCO BAY TRAIL



MUNI METRO LIGHT RAIL



LIGHT RAIL STATION         



CALTRAIN / FUTURE HIGH SPEED RAIL



CALTRAIN DEPOT



LEGEND
AREAS MAPPED IN DARKER COLOR ARE EITHER COMPLETED OR 



CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION



RESIDENTIAL
Entitled for 6000 residential units, including 4200+ market 



rate units and over 1800+ affordable units 



RESIDENTIAL
Entitled for 6400 residential units, including 4550 market 



rate units and 1850 affordable units 



UCSF CAMPUS
46+ acre campus with 3.15 million square feet of new 



classroom, community, and research space



OFFICE / BIOTECH LAB
3.4 million square feet of commercial or medical office 



space, and biotechnology research laboratories



RETAIL
At least 425,000 square feet of pedestrian-friendly 



ground-floor commercial retail space



PARKS & OPEN SPACE
49 acres of new parks, plazas, sports fields, playgrounds,



and publicly accessible open space 



INFRASTRUCTURE
Projected $700 million in new streets, streetscape, public 



utilities, pedestrian amenities, and traffic improvements 



UCSF MEDICAL CENTER
UCSF’s new 550-bed Children’s, Women’s, and Cancer 



specialty hospital situated on 14.5 acres 



What’s Happening At 



MISSION BAY



Off of Community Invest and Infrast



Off of Com Invest and Infra



Off of Community Invest and Infrast



Off of Community Invest and Infrast



Office of Community Investment and Infrastucture



Off of Com Invest and Infra



Off of Com Invest and Infra



Office of Community Investment and Infrastucture












 
Hope this helps,
Marsha
 
---
Marsha Sukardi
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Wastewater Enterprise
415.551.4529
msukardi@sfwater.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Tolio Ybarra"
Cc: David Cantor
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:49:00 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Looks like we will be on the 4th floor of 30 Van Ness in the fishbowl.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Tolio Ybarra [mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:14 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Cantor
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Has the meeting location been confirmed?
 
Tolio Ybarra, PE, CCM, LEED AP
Townsend Management, Inc.
415.254.2208
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:52 AM
To: Molly Hayes; Tolio Ybarra; Moy, Barbara (DPW); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW);
'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord, John -
AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
I am seeing if I can track down a room here. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco



mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com

mailto:dcantor@mbaydevelopment.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/







1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:22 AM
To: Tolio Ybarra; Moy, Barbara (DPW); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
All,
 


I will send out an invite for 9 am on Wednesday the 20th. Thanks for responding with your
availabilities.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: Tolio Ybarra [mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Moy, Barbara (DPW); Molly Hayes; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Good Afternoon,
 
9:00 AM on Wednesday also works for MBDG.
 
Tolio Ybarra, PE, CCM, LEED AP
Townsend Management, Inc.
415.254.2208
 


From: Moy, Barbara (DPW) [mailto:Barbara.Moy@sfdpw.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); 'Stewart,
Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Tolio Ybarra; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com

mailto:LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:renc@jmisports.com

mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com

mailto:LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:renc@jmisports.com

mailto:Barbara.Moy@sfdpw.org

mailto:LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com

mailto:renc@jmisports.com





 
Hi Molly,
 
Don Miller and I are available 9 AM on Wednesday, 5/20.
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Barbara L. Moy
Manager, Infrastructure Task Force
 


    Bureau of Street Use & Mapping  |  San Francisco Public Works  |  City and County of San Francisco 
    30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 4200  |  San Francisco, CA 94102|  (415) 558-4050  |  sfpublicworks.org ·
twitter.com/sfpublicworks
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 11:12 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Moy, Barbara (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);
'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; 'Ybarra, Tolio';
Van Noord, John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com;
Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Hi all,
 
At Catherine’s request, I would like to schedule a meeting between MBDG, MBTF, OEWD, GSW, and
OCII to understand construction logistics and schedule to date.
 


Would 9 am on Wednesday May 20th work? If not, please let me know if there is an alternate time


on the morning of the 20th or the afternoon of the 15th that you are available.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com


 



http://www.sfpublicworks.org/

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


(pmitchell@esassoc.com); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: UCSF Comments on Warriors" ADEIR 2 Transportation
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 2:11:02 PM
Attachments: UCSF Project Comments_Helipad_Warriors ADEIR2_ Final 5-19-15.pdf


UCSF Detailed Comments_Warriors ADEIR2 Transp_Final 5-18-15.pdf


Tiffany and Brett,
 
Attached are UCSF’s comments on the Warriors’ ADEIR 2 Transportation Chapter, submitted by
today per your request.  We are providing you with two items:  a letter regarding concerns about
impacts on the UCSF medical helipad, and a detailed comment memo regarding the ADEIR 2
analysis of helipad impacts and other transportation topics.
 
Thanks very much for the opportunity to see this pre-publication draft.  Please let me know if you
have any questions about these comments.
 
Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
 



mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu

mailto:tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org
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University of California 
San Francisco 
 
 
 
 
Campus Planning 



Lori Yamauchi 
Associate Vice Chancellor 



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



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



 



May 19, 2015 



 



Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure 



One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor 



San Francisco, CA  94103 



 



RE:  Golden State Warriors’ Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at  



Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐‐ Impacts on UCSF Medical Helipad 



 



Dear Ms. Bohee, 



 



Thank you for sharing the Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report 2 



(ADEIR 2) for the Golden State Warriors’ Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



project at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32.  UCSF realizes that the ADEIR is a work in 



progress and will be subject to further refinement.  UCSF appreciates the City’s 



commitment to creating an Event Center project that is successful for the Mission Bay 



neighborhood, as well as all of San Francisco.  We also appreciate the City’s 



commitment to identify and mitigate negative impacts that could result from the 



project.  



 



As requested, UCSF is pleased to submit its detailed comments on ADEIR 2.  ADEIR 2 



contains a new analysis of the Warriors’ project proposed construction cranes and the 



impacts on the UCSF medical helipad flight paths.  After a review of the document, 



UCSF is concerned about the projected impact on UCSF’s medical helipad, and about 



the ADEIR analysis on this matter which in our view is incomplete. 



     



UCSF understands and appreciates that the City and the Warriors continue to work on 



addressing the impacts.  Nonetheless, the ADEIR identifies the following: 



 



 There would be 5 construction cranes at the Warriors’ project site (see ADEIR 2 



Figure 5.2‐28), which would extend over all streets surrounding the project site  ‐‐ 



Third Street, 16th Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 



 



 One of the cranes would penetrate the airspace of UCSF’s primary flight path ‐‐the 



flight path over 16th Street that is used most of the time, which arrives from/departs 



to the east.  The ADEIR concluded that this constitutes a significant impact. 

























Tiffany Bohee 



May 19, 2015 



Page 2 



 



 



Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 



 



Note:  Page numbers cited refer to the REDLINE version of the transportation chapter. 



 



Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations 



 



1. In 5.2.6.1, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the 



Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental 



Impact Report1 (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed 



potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad for 



medical helicopter transports on one of two possible sites:  Block 16 (North Site) and Block 36 



(South Site) in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports.“   



 



2. In 5.2.6.1, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“The Regents approved construction of the helipad as part of its approval of Phase 1 of the 



Medical Center at Mission Bay on September 17, 2008.  However, it deferred approval of the 



operation of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center 



project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program 



(RSRP), which was identified as a mitigation measure in the 2008 Medical Center at Mission 



Bay Final EIR.  In 2009, an RSRP was developed with community involvement.  The 



effectiveness of the RSRP in mitigating helicopter noise was analyzed in the Final 



Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay – 



Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, which was certified by the 



Regents on April 20, 2009, followed by UC approval of helipad operations.  that was 



addressed in as subsequent environmental document.2  On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco 



Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, 



considered the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR adequate as supplemented 



and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.” 



 



3. In 5.2.6.2, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to children and pregnant women with critical 



and life‐threatening conditions.” 



 



4. Footnote 58:  “UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay ‐ Residential Sound Reduction 



Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent Supplemental EIR, certified April 20, 



2009, SCH No. 2008012075.” 



 



                                                 
 
 











Tiffany Bohee 



May 19, 2015 



Page 3 



 



5. Section 5.2.6.2, paragraph beginning with FAA Order 8260.3B:  A GPS instrument approach 



procedure is being developed. 



 



6. Figure 5.2‐26:  The word “Preferred” in the figure title in reference to the flight paths, should 



be deleted.  The flight paths are approved by regulatory agencies, and not just preferred. 



 



7. Figure 5.2‐26:  We have recently corrected our flight path graphics to show that the 



alternative flight paths are for arrivals/departures, and not just departures, consistent with 



the Caltrans‐approved helistop layout plan.  Please correct this figure. 



 



8. Page 5.2‐294, under “UCSF Helipad Existing Operations”, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR . . .” 



 



9. “Figure 5.2‐26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths 



. . .” 



 



10. In 5.2.6.3, Regulatory Framework, Heliport Design Standards: While it is true that FAA 



advisory circular AC 5390‐2C is currently in effect, it was not in effect at the time the helipad 



was designed.  The facility was designed under the previous advisory circular AC 150/5390‐



2B.  The ‐2C version was not published until April 24, 2012, well after the helipad had been 



designed. 



 



11. Page 5.2‐299, Notice of Landing Area Proposal:  To clarify, FAA issued its second airspace 



determination letter on June 1, 2011 with an expiration date of December 1, 2012.  FAA later 



extended that second airspace determination expiration date by one year until December 1, 



2013.   Caltrans Division of Aeronautics performed its final inspection on the completed 



helipad on September 4, 2013 and issued its Heliport Permit, authorizing startup of flight 



operations, on September 18, 2013.  This was within the expiration timeline, effectively 



rendering the expiration date meaningless as of that date.  A GPS instrument approach 



procedure is under development; a follow‐up FAA airspace study and airspace 



determination letter to convert the facility from VFR only to both VFR and IFR would be part 



of that process. 



 



12. Page 5.2‐301, California Department of Transportation, Heliport Permit: To clarify, Caltrans 



Division of Aeronautics issued two permits.  It issued the “Heliport Site Approval Permit” 



on November 24, 2009.  This permit effectively authorized helipad construction.   The Division 



also issued the “Heliport Permit” on September 18, 2013, following its final inspection. This 



permit authorized startup of flight operations. 



 



13. Page 5.2‐301:  Regarding “private facilities with published instrument approaches”, the 



statement is somewhat ambiguous.   Our understanding is that instrument approaches for 



UCSF would not be published for public use but would be restricted to a particular EMS 



helicopter operator.   (Some airports are privately owned but are also “public use” meaning 



that any licensed pilot can legally land at the airport.)  We do not currently know if FAA 
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would make a hazard determination for a private helipad with a “private” instrument 



approach procedure.  This should be clarified for technical accuracy in the document. 



 



14. Page 5.2‐303, Airspace.  This section describes the placement and use of multiple 



construction cranes on the project site during construction.  We appreciate the description 



and the accompanying Figure 5.2‐28, which are very informative.  If we understand 



correctly, there is the potential for 5 cranes to be used on the site.  Would the placement of 



these cranes on‐site be phased, such that there would be fewer than 5 cranes on the site at 



any given time; or would all 5 cranes be located at the site at the same time? 



 



15. Given that the construction crane plan is preliminary, what is the variability in potential 



heights – i.e. could the cranes be taller than described here? 



 



16. Is there a 3D model available that we can review?  Such a model would be very helpful to 



understanding the analysis. 



 



17. The analysis focuses on the primary flight path, but does not consider impacts on the 



alternative flight paths.  Impacts on these alternative flight paths, and in particular the 



alternative flight path above South Street, should be assessed relative to the two proposed 



cranes on the northern portion of the project site.  Even though the northern 
approach/departure surface extends fully northward, the analysis should assume a 90‐



degree turn toward the east along South Street.  (Unfortunately, however, FAA criteria for 



curved approach/departure flight paths referenced in paragraph 409.c and Figure 4‐7 of the 



current version of FAA Advisory Circular, AC 150/5390‐2C, Heliport Design, mandates a 



much wider radius of turn than shown on UCSF exhibits for the flight path that overflies 



South Street.  Therefore, assumptions would have to be made allowing a tighter turn radius 



than FAA criteria.) 



 



18. If all 5 cranes would be located at the site at the same time, we are concerned that the 



alternative flight path above South Street would be impacted, in addition to the primary 



flight path.  The flight paths were designed in consideration of prevailing wind conditions. 



Should they become unavailable this would jeopardize the ability of the UCSF to use the 



helipad, which would be unacceptable to UCSF. 



 



19. Page 5.2‐306.  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a should state that the objective of the Crane 



Safety Plan is to ensure safe, 24/7 operation of the UCSF medical helipad. 



 



20. Page 5.2‐306.  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a should be strengthened.  Language used in this 



mitigation measure such as “where possible” renders the mitigation unenforceable, which is 



not acceptable to UCSF.  Additionally, the mitigation measure allows for penetration into the 



flight path airspace, which is not acceptable to UCSF as it could compromise the safety of 



helipad operations and the ability of the helipad to operate 24/7.  As it reads now, in our 



view it cannot be concluded that impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels. 



 



21. Page 5.2‐306.  We recommend adding the following to Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a:   
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 Employ 24‐hour crane operators and 24‐hour communications procedures so that 



cranes that would obstruct UCSF flight paths or otherwise be free to “weathervane” 



during off hours can be positively controlled to keep them out of helipad airspace 



obstruction‐clearance surfaces during helicopter approaches and departures.  Ideally, 



cranes should be positioned parallel to the adjacent flight path during helicopter 



approaches or departures for maximum separation. 



 



22. The measure should call for lighting on all construction cranes at the project site, as all 



would be within proximity to the helipad and to the primary and alternative flight paths.  



Cranes should be well‐lighted.  Lighting should be located on the tower, horizontal arms, 



and suspension rods. 



 



23. A mitigation measure should be included requiring that the general contractor not direct 



lights at the UCSF hospital helipad. 



 



24. The last three measures under Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a currently read as follows: 



 



 use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the 



hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces 



 use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface 



penetrations that may occur 



 lower cranes at night and when not in use 



 



The above measures are vaguely‐worded, and it is not clear whether they can be practically 



accomplished.  Have the EIR authors consulted with the project sponsor’s construction 



contractors to determine what specific construction methods are available to reduce the 



impacts to a less than significant level? 



 



25. Implementation of the Crane Safety Plan should be included in the construction contract.  



 



26. Page 5.2‐314, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan.  Instead of 



“may include,” please indicate that the measures “must include,” at a minimum, the 



bulleted measures identified. 



 



27. Page 5.2‐314, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan. Please 
replace the word “avoid” with “prohibit” when it comes to specialized exterior lighting 



systems, specifically outdoor lighting that is directed upward (search lights); outdoor 



flashing lights or strobe lights; and lasers and laser lights shows. 



 



28. Our pilots have indicated that concerns over event lights/lighting, lasers, and unmanned 



aircraft systems (UAS, or drones) cannot be overstated. Persons pointing lasers at aircraft can 



impair the pilot’s vision, and drones can present a threat to the safety of the aircraft and 



persons on‐board.  The incidence of use of lasers and/or drones may increase during events 



at the proposed arena or on the Third Street Plaza.  This should be discussed and mitigation 



measures identified.  As an example, there is precedent for event/facility managers to be 



required to issue a Notice To Airmen (NOTAM) to the FAA when events are scheduled, 
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which are then published and required to be checked by pilots before operating in that 



vicinity. The Hollywood Bowl in Los Angeles is such an example. 



 



Transportation 



 



29. Page 5.2‐24:  For this and all transit tables, the inbound versus outbound direction needs to 
be defined.  Typically, the screenline analysis is for inbound to downtown, which may be 



opposite for the line‐by‐line analysis for the nearby Muni lines (i.e., what is considered 



inbound and outbound for the 22 Filmore?). 



   



30. Page 5.2‐28/29:  The note says that pedestrian volumes have small adjustments, but the LOS 



doesn’t seem to have changed from ADEIR 1.  This should be clarified. 



 



31. Page 5.2‐33:  Formatting, it would be easier for the reader if the bike counts with a Giants 



game were moved to the appropriate section. 



 



32. Page 5.2‐37:  It should be noted whether existing on‐street parking spaces are part of MTAʹs 



event pricing zones.  See: http://sfpark.org/how‐it‐works/pricing/event‐pricing‐evening‐



metering/ 



 



33. Page 5.2‐54:  The text should note whether any new on‐street parking spaces would also be 



subject to the SFMTA’s event pricing. 



 



34. Page 5.2‐60 and beyond:  it states that the project sponsor prepared and would implement 



the TMP, which includes the expanded T‐Third platform.  Does this mean that the Warriors 



are paying for this?  If not, it should not be part of their TMP. 



 



35. Page 5.2‐66: expanded MB TMA shuttle hours for Saturday seem inadequate as they only 



cover pre‐game hours. 



 



36. Page 5.2‐67:  it does not appear that UCSFʹs prior comments 20 and 21 have been addressed; 



they should be. 



 



37. Page 5.2‐83, BBʹs comment 69 is very good; the analysis does not seem to address these 



issues clearly and thoroughly. 



 



38. Page 5.2‐86:  In the discussion of additional travel demand strategies within the TMP, the 



phrase ʺwould exploreʺ should be strengthened to “shall” or “will.” 



 



39. Page 5.2‐96, the highlighted response to Comment BB82 is not persuasive.  The failure of the 



DEIR to analyze impacts resulting from overlapping events with less than 12,500 attendees 



deprives the decision maker and the public of valuable information. 



 



40. Page 5.2‐97, where it indicates that the City has identified sufficient funding for the Muni 



Special Event TSP, it is difficult to believe that the City has done so for the life of the event 



center. 
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41. Page 5.2‐105:  The various descriptions of ʺotherʺ modes is confusing, as it appears that a 



different approach is used for events and regular land uses.  For instance, taxis are 



considered “other” for the land uses, but a vehicular mode for the events.  As such, it is 



unclear how the totals can be compared. See also Page 92. 



 



42. Page 5.2‐110:  As noted in earlier comments, all vehicular modes (taxi, limo, TNCs, etc.) 



should be assigned as vehicles to the roadway network.  It is unclear how all these were 



treated from an assignment perspective for the project (non‐event).  



 



43. Page 5.2‐114:  We appreciate that non‐UCSF parking scenarios were analyzed, but disagree 



that no revisions to the traffic analysis are needed.  If those parking spaces were not 



available, there would have to be a different arrival/departure patterns and/or assignments 



to local intersections.   



 



44. Figure 5.2‐17:  In the weekday evening peak hour without a Giants game, it appears that 



intersections to the north of the project site, including near the Giants Ballpark and points 



north, would operate at LOS E/F.  However, intersections near the Warriors Arena would 



operate acceptably (LOS A‐D).  Please explain how it is that effects from jammed conditions 



to the north of the Arena would not spillover to intersections near the Arena. 



 



45. Page 5.2‐123, it appears that the Muni Special Event TSP will not be applied to concerts, even 



if they have 18,000 attendees.  Is that correct?  Previously, at page 5.2‐59, it indicates that 



events with less than 13,000 attendees will only have increased service on the T‐Third and 



one BART shuttle.  The Special Event TSP should apply to all large events (+12,500).  



 



46. Page 5.2‐129:  The latest development assumptions for Mission Rock should be confirmed.  



The latest Giants plans now have up to 1500 residential units. 



http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Giants‐add‐affordable‐housing‐shorten‐heights‐in‐



6241939.php 



 



47. Page 5.2‐131: it appears that most construction trucks will still be routed down 16th Street 



despite UCSFʹs expressed concerns.   At a minimum, we request a mitigation measure be 



identified to preclude trucks on 16th Street during busy commute hours.   



 



48. Page 5.2‐135:  the future UCSF use of Blocks 33 and 34 is described as office.  Research and 
clinical should also be mentioned. 



 



49. Page 5.2‐139:  The analysis may need to be enhanced to address intersection operations at 



PCO locations.  The intersection LOS results are based on the assumption that PCOs will 



only provide minor actions at intersections, and thus not result in LOS‐related impacts.  



However, if PCOs do need to provide more active management, like they do with the 



Giants, then these results may not be valid.  At a minimum, the LOS tables and findings 



should note PCO locations and acknowledge their potential affect to conditions.  This would 



also be more consistent with the mitigation measures that indicate the PCOs help manage 



traffic flows and minimize congestion. 
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50. Page 5.2‐142 and others:  It would be helpful to show the contribution to E/F analysis 



locations in a table so that the actual magnitude of the contributions to the critical 



movements could be seen. 



 



51. Page 5.2‐155:  Caltrans often requires an evaluation of queues at off‐ramps and wants 



confirmation that these queues donʹt spill back to the mainline.  Has this been done?  It may 



help answer Billʹs question. 



 



52. Page 5.2‐157:  Not sure if it was included in one of the referenced mitigation measures, but 



diverting drivers to other ramps (thru VMS) may also help avoid these impacts. 



 



53. Page 5.2‐162:  Please see earlier comment regarding definitions of inbound versus outbound 



trips for the screenlines and the line‐by‐line analysis. 



 



54. Page 5.2‐169:  Pre‐event conditions may overlap with shift changes at the UCSF Hospitals, 



namely nurses leaving work around 7:00 PM, or also may overlap with people leaving the 



project (i.e., leaving work or one of the retail/restaurant establishments).  As such, the Muni 



boarding platform queuing space assessment should account for the space required for 



people waiting to take the train further south.  Similarly, were existing ridership levels 



accounted for in this assessment? 



 



55. Page 5.2‐176:  The pedestrian impact language needs to be fixed (remove ʺnorʺ). 



 



56. Page 5.2‐183:  Follow‐up comment on PCOs and intersection operations.  The language states 



that at the intersection of 16th/Illinois, PCOs would alternate flows of vehicles, shuttles and 



pedestrians.  However, the operating conditions show LOS C, which doesn’t seem consistent 



with the actual operations plan. 



 



57. Page 5.2‐185:  See above comment as well.  Active management of the pedestrian crossings at 



Third/South (which include extending green times and manually overriding signals) doesnʹt 



seem consistent with LOS findings. 



 



58. Page 5.2‐191:  There is no mention on how large trucks would enter/exit the loading docks 



and whether these maneuvers would result in secondary impacts to traffic, pedestrians, 



bikes, or transit operations. 



 



59. Page 5.2‐192:  Was an analysis done to confirm that these curb space provisions would be 



adequate to meet demands for each of the user groups?  If not, what are the options? 



 



60. Page 5.2‐197:  Since a queuing analysis was not conducted for the I‐280 off‐ramp to 



Mariposa, how can unobstructed flow be ensured for hospital needs?  This is a one‐lane off‐



ramp that splits into two lanes (one lane to westbound Mariposa and one lane through to 



Owens / to eastbound Mariposa). 
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61. Page 5.2‐202:  The discussion about rerouting of vehicles to avoid lane closures was added to 



the text.  However, no mention was made regarding whether vehicles were reassigned to 



other lots to avoid Lot A and others used by the Giants. 



 



62. Page 5.2‐209:  the analysis concludes that the feasibility of many potential strategies to 



reduce traffic impacts cannot be determined; this is weak. Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11b is 



weak and needs to be strengthened based on Comment EM228.  Similarly, 11c is ʺif feasible.ʺ   



UCSF is interested in working with the City to identify a mechanism whereby unacceptable 



traffic conditions are defined, and when reached trigger additional measures to manage 



traffic. 



 



63. We appreciate and support the identification of additional parking as a mitigation measure 



(M‐TR‐11c). 



 



64. Page 5.2‐211:  If additional off‐site parking is provided (especially to points south), the 
project sponsor should be required to fully assess the conditions and potential for additional 



impacts to all modes of travel. 



 



65. Page 5.2‐211:  Additional measures, such as a limitation of dual event days and more 



aggressive schedule coordination, should be considered to help address the impacts of 



concurrent events. 



 



66. Page 5.2‐233:  Several mitigation measures for the ʺwithout special eventʺ transit service 



suggest that the auto use could be reduced by shifting people to transit.  Given that limited 



public transit would be available, this needs to be carefully considered.  Or, is the 



assumption that all additional transit needs would be accommodated through shuttles and 



other private transit? 



 



67. Page 5.2‐243:  For the ʺwithout special eventʺ transit service scenario, additional clarification 



on the lack of increase of bicyclists is needed; given that roadways would also be over‐



capacity in this scenario, doesn’t it make sense to assume more pedestrian and bicyclist 



usage? 



 



68. We reiterate that UCSF does not plan to make parking available to Warriors’ event patrons 



at this time.  Should UCSF parking be made available in the future, it would be a small 



amount given our own parking needs and campus security concerns. 



 



69. Page 5.2‐273:  Is there an existing parking demand that would be displaced by the Project?  If 



so, where would these vehicles go, and how where they accounted for in the traffic and 



parking analysis? 



 



70. Page 5.2‐278 and Page 5.2‐279: It is unclear how the UCSF parking is incorporated into these 
tables.  Is it based off the total supply or the available capacity?  As shown in Table 5.2‐68, 



there are 2,590 off‐street parking spaces at UCSF.  If those spaces are not available, the 



supply in Table 5.2‐69 would be about 5,000 spaces.  However, demand is for more than 



6,000 spaces.  Why is this considered a ʺno shortfallʺ result?  Instead, if it is based on the 
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available supply at the UCSF garages, additional considerations are needed, such as: 



targeted occupied percentage, continual availability for UCSF staff/faculty/patients, and 



other factors.  Later text (Page 252) indicates that about 900 people would park at UCSF.  It 



would be helpful if the clarity of this information was improved. 



 



71. Page 5.2‐286:  It should be noted that the latest Mission Rock plans also include residential 



uses.  



 



72. Page 5.2‐290:  Does the cumulative parking analysis include UCSF facilities?  It is not clear 



from the table.   



 



 



Should you have any questions about this memo, please contact me at (415) 476‐8312, or Diane 



Wong of my staff at (415) 502‐5952. 



 













From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Beth Goldstein
Subject: UCSF Questions on CSD analysis
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:29:37 AM


Hi Chris,
 
Joyce just discussed this with me, and you can let me know what questions Paul has. I will coordinate
with Beth as needed to clarify any inconsistencies.
 
Also, have you had any feedback about our proposed SFPUC memo regarding the Mission Bay
Sanitary Pump Station capacity? As you know, we’ll need that to finalize Utilities.
 
Thanks,
 
Mary
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:06 AM
To: Franke, Paul
Cc: Wong, Diane C.; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Beth Goldstein
Subject: RE: Catherine Reilly email address
 
Hi Paul,
Here’s my contact info. Thanks for your help with this.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 5:58 PM
To: Franke, Paul
Cc: Wong, Diane C.; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Catherine Reilly email address
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Hi, Paul – thanks for the clarification. Figured it was something like that (just trying to make sure we
don’t miss anything, so wanted to make sure it came through the official channel).
 
I am forwarding your email to the EP team to see who is the right person for you to talk with.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Franke, Paul [mailto:Paul.Franke@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 5:24 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Wong, Diane C.
Subject: RE: Catherine Reilly email address
 
Hi Catherine,
 
Mea Culpa, I reached out to  Beth Goldstein at Hydroconsult Engineers. 
 
There are numerous inconsistencies in the hydrology Appendix they prepared and the hydrology
section in the DEIR – just trying to get some clarity on those inconsistencies without detailing them
out specifically in our comment letter.
 
Most revolve around the  characterization of our facilities in the SFDPW memo “Mariposa Pump
Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis”, Technical Memorandum from Bassam Aldhafari
to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam, February 3, 2015.
 
Thank you,
Paul Franke
Campus Planning
415 514 9209
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:51:14 AM


Yes, our GC has a series of logistics/staging slides that depicts the construction sequence. We can
ask MBDG this afternoon for a similar graphic.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:47 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
 
Looks good. Would like to have a map that shows the GSW and MBDG projects in the area so that
we can reference it during the discussion.  Could just be each side bring a base map or staging map
to reference.  Don’t need to create something new, just want to have a reference document.
 
Barbara and I are still looking for a larger room – due to schedules, we need to have it up in the City
Hall area.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:44 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
 
Catherine,
 
Attached is the proposed agenda for the 5/20 meeting. There’s a pre-meeting with MBDG at 4pm
today that Molly on our team will review this agenda with them, so it may evolve. If you have any
comments, please let us know.
 
Molly, can you call/email Kent Eickman at PUC to see if he can attend the 5/20 meeting? It’ll be
helpful as part of the de-watering and sanitary flow conversations.
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Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Tolio Ybarra
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Cantor
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:29:17 PM
Attachments: image004.png


Good Afternoon,
 
Has the meeting location been confirmed?
 
Tolio Ybarra, PE, CCM, LEED AP
Townsend Management, Inc.
415.254.2208
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:52 AM
To: Molly Hayes; Tolio Ybarra; Moy, Barbara (DPW); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW);
'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord, John -
AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
I am seeing if I can track down a room here. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:22 AM
To: Tolio Ybarra; Moy, Barbara (DPW); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
All,
 


I will send out an invite for 9 am on Wednesday the 20th. Thanks for responding with your
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availabilities.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: Tolio Ybarra [mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Moy, Barbara (DPW); Molly Hayes; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Good Afternoon,
 
9:00 AM on Wednesday also works for MBDG.
 
Tolio Ybarra, PE, CCM, LEED AP
Townsend Management, Inc.
415.254.2208
 


From: Moy, Barbara (DPW) [mailto:Barbara.Moy@sfdpw.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); 'Stewart,
Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Tolio Ybarra; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
 
Hi Molly,
 
Don Miller and I are available 9 AM on Wednesday, 5/20.
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Barbara L. Moy
Manager, Infrastructure Task Force
 


    Bureau of Street Use & Mapping  |  San Francisco Public Works  |  City and County of San Francisco 
    30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 4200  |  San Francisco, CA 94102|  (415) 558-4050  |  sfpublicworks.org ·
twitter.com/sfpublicworks
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From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 11:12 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Moy, Barbara (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);
'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; 'Ybarra, Tolio';
Van Noord, John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com;
Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Hi all,
 
At Catherine’s request, I would like to schedule a meeting between MBDG, MBTF, OEWD, GSW, and
OCII to understand construction logistics and schedule to date.
 


Would 9 am on Wednesday May 20th work? If not, please let me know if there is an alternate time


on the morning of the 20th or the afternoon of the 15th that you are available.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:47:00 AM


Looks good. Would like to have a map that shows the GSW and MBDG projects in the area so that
we can reference it during the discussion.  Could just be each side bring a base map or staging map
to reference.  Don’t need to create something new, just want to have a reference document.
 
Barbara and I are still looking for a larger room – due to schedules, we need to have it up in the City
Hall area.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:44 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
 
Catherine,
 
Attached is the proposed agenda for the 5/20 meeting. There’s a pre-meeting with MBDG at 4pm
today that Molly on our team will review this agenda with them, so it may evolve. If you have any
comments, please let us know.
 
Molly, can you call/email Kent Eickman at PUC to see if he can attend the 5/20 meeting? It’ll be
helpful as part of the de-watering and sanitary flow conversations.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
Cc: Myall, Hilde (CII); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Re: OCII*Warriors Arena & Classroom*Mission Bay
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 2:53:56 PM


Thanks Dennis.


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


On May 19, 2015, at 11:17 AM, "dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com" <dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com> wrote:


Hello Hilde and Adam, 


I just received Katherine's Email after I just emailed this to everyone.. Welcome Hilde.  Thanks Adam, I'll see you this afternoon.


We will all miss you Katherine! Enjoy your new Journey... and I'll see ya'round ~*~


Peace.. and Go Warriors!
Dennis 


***************


May 18, 2015


 


Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure


Successor Agency Commission


 


Honorable Edwin M. Lee, Mayor


 


Honorable Mara Rosales, Chair


Honorable Miquel Bustos, Commissioner 


Honorable Marily Mondejar, Commissioner


Honorable Darshan Singh, Commissioner


 


Ms. Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director


Ms. Katherine Reilly, Project Manager; Mission Bay North & South


 


C/o Ms. Claudia Guerra, Commission Secretary


City Hall, Room 416 


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102


 


Re:                           *  Public Hearing / Regular Agenda – Tuesday, May 19, 2015 / 1:00 pm


            #5.d) Workshop on the Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan                    


                      for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development on Blocks 29 to 32      


                                         in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (Discussion)


 


               *  Proposal to integrate a High School-College Career Pathway & Field Study Classroom© within   


                 the proposed construction of the SF-Warriors Arena & Event Center; and the potential benefits   


                   available through additional components at Woodside Learning Center and Log Cabin Ranch.


 


Dear Madame Chair Rosales, Commssioners and Director Bohee,


I want to share my support for the Golden State Warriors in their continuing effort to build a state-of-the-art San Francisco Arena & Event Center in Mission Bay.  I also want to thank this OCII Commission, and all
the San Francisco city agencies, private businesses, neighborhood organizations and citizens working to assist in the successful construction of a Basketball Arena and Event Center that will be capable of providing
tremendous economic and social benefits for all sectors of our entire San Francisco Bay Area Community.


I appreciate the wonderful effort that the Warriors have done for Oakland and Bay Area youth through their Warriors Community Foundation that was written about in the SF Chronicle recently by Rusty Simmons, in
his article entitled: “Booming program gives aid to youths” on April 13, 2015.  The article talks about how after co-owners Joseph Lacob and Peter Guber bought the Warriors, they “…decided to rejuvenate the
program and relaunch it in 2013.”  They have renovated Basketball Courts around the Bay Area, and focused on the tremendous needs that our ‘underserved communities’ continue to experience.  The article notes
how Nicole Curran, chair of the Warriors Community Foundation and fiancé of Lacob experienced the sad challenges facing our kids as she managed the “Hoops for Kids” event for the Oakland Youth Development
Center; and the heartbreaking decisions many youth and family members of our community must make every day.


I would like to take this opportunity to introduce one additional, potential long term benefit that the inclusion of my proposed High School Career Classroom within the Warriors Arena can provide for our Bay Area
community; that is, to develop educational and career development opportunities for our youth-at-risk who are making their way through the Juvenile Justice System.  In addition to teaching in our SFUSD high
schools, I have also been teaching at Woodside Learning Center - the San Francisco Unified School District high school program located inside Juvenile Hall for the past 10 years, including the 9 week Summer School
session.


I want to invite the Warriors organization and their Community Foundation department to visit Juvenile Hall during this year’s high school summer program, and ask if the Warriors staff can make a brief 30 minute
presentation to the 4 Classes that are held for the boys and girls who would appreciate learning directly from the Warrior organization about future jobs and career possibilities that will exist at the Warrior’s Arena
and Event Center.  A visit from the Warriors can offer inspiring incentives and learning opportunities and knowledge that can assist them in developing their focus in order to commit to their high school degree
programs; as well as demonstrate from experience the wide variety of studies and pathways available and necessary to pursue in college in order to successfully work within any professional sports organization.


The Woodside Learning Center has a small Gymnasium that the Warriors and SFUSD could also utilize for developing educational and career development programs in partnership with the Warriors Community
Foundation - as well as at the Log Cabin Ranch county school facility in La Honda.  This country setting facility also has a small, separate Gymnasium building a short walk away from the main Education Center that
could serve as a potential Basketball skills and education training facility.  With cooperation from the Warriors and our San Francisco’s public and private sector leaders, a truly model, practical and far-reaching
Education & Career Development Pathway could be created.


Log Cabin Ranch has been struggling for many years to maximize the numerous potential possibilities at this location in Nature.  Two years ago when I taught at Log Cabin for the Summer School session, we were
visited by several people including SFUSD Board of Education Commissioner Sandra Fewer - who told me the Warriors had just met with SF School officials the day before - a member of Mayor Lee’s staff, and a SF
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Juvenile Probation Commissioner.  They, like many others before and after their visit, have been contemplating and researching ideas and ways to transform this outdoor educational setting into a productive and
effective Program for a long time.


Briefly, and in summary, I am asking the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure to consider the potential long-term social, economic growth and community benefits possible that can evolve and expand
into future businesses and social health and well-being for our underserved communities through visionary creation of a Partnership between the Golden State Warriors Community Foundation, our San Francisco
government agencies, the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce and other business


leaders and our SFUSD and County Schools – including Woodside Learning Center located inside our Juvenile Justice Center/Youth Guidance Center, and Log Cabin Ranch.


Once again, I wish the Golden State Warriors and the entire San Francisco Community all the best in successfully building this Warriors Arena & Event Center in Mission Bay. 


I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience and working with the Warriors and the City and County of San Francisco in the most beneficial capacity possible.


 


Go Warriors! ~


Sincerely,


Dennis G. MacKenzie


 


CC:


Golden State Warriors;


Mr. Joseph Lacob, CEO and Governor, Co-Executive Chairman


Mr. Peter Guber, Co-Executive Chairman


  C/o Mr. Rick Welts, President and Chief Operating Officer


         Mr. Theo Ellington, Director, Public Affairs


 


Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee;


  C/o Ms. Katherine Reilly, Project Manager; Mission Bay North & South


        


San Francisco Office of Economic & Workforce Development


Warriors San Francisco Sports & Entertainment Center Project Team;


  C/o Mr. John Gavin, Mr. Adam Van Der Water, Ms. Anne Taupin


 


San Francisco Planning Commission; Honorable Rodney Fong, President, and Members


Mr. John Rahaim, Director of Planning


  C/o Mr. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary


 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors; Honorable London Breed, President, and Members


  C/o Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board


 


Mr. Chris Lanier, Principal, Court Schools; Woodside Learning Center/EMSA/Log Cabin Ranch


San Francisco Unified School District; Teachers, Principals and Administrators


    C/o Mr. Richard A. Carranza, Superintendent, SFUSD


San Francisco Board of Education; Dr. Emily M. Murase, President, and Members


    C/o Ms. Esther V. Casco, Executive Assistant


United Educators of San Francisco; C/o Mr. Dennis Kelly President


 


Juvenile Probation Commission; Honorable Susan Jones, President, and Members


Juvenile Probation Department; Mr. Allen A. Nance, Chief Probation Officer


Mr. Andres Roemer, Consul General of Mexico, San Francisco


**************


Woodside Learning Center


School code number: 
Grade level: County School


375 Woodside Avenue, San Francisco, CA, 94127
Phone: (415) 753-7792
Fax: (415) 753-7793
School Loop: wlc-sfusd-ca.schoolloop.com
Principal: Chris Lanier


School Data


Uniforms 


None


Student Support Programs


The Court Schools receive multiple sources of funding in order to support San Francisco most at-risk students.  Along with generous funding from the SFUSD General Fund, the Court Schools budget consists of funds
generated by our Title I grant, Consent Decree, Prop H and the Discretionary Block Grant.  Each of these funding sources helps provide vital programs and services for students, which include additional classroom staff, a
youth transition specialist, and much needed classroom materials.  Through additional categorical funds, plans for onsite City College Emergency Medical Technician training is being explored for specific school site
programs in the spring of 2008.


Additional Info



https://wlc-sfusd-ca.schoolloop.com/





With the exception of the Principals' Center Collaborative and Walden House, all court school facilities are operated by the Juvenile Probation Department, which includes Juvenile Hall, Log Cabin Ranch, and the early
Morning Study Program.  Each of these facilities has or will be upgraded in the near future.  For example, a Juvenile Hall facility was completed in January 2007 and capital improvements will begin at Log Cabin Ranch in
the coming year.  In terms of SFUSD facilities, the Principals' Center Collaborative is continuously undergoing site improvements to better serve the school community.  Some of the recent improvements include a new
blacktop and sports yard as well as new weather protection on all classroom portables.


The SFUSD Court Schools in partnership with the Juvenile Probation revises its safety each year commensurate with current staffing and building conditions.  Continuous improvements occur with this issue with assistance
from SFUSD and the Juvenile Probation Department to ensure that the buildings remain safe for students, staff, and visitors.  Evacuation and emergency plans are available at each school site.


**********


Log Cabin Ranch


School code number: 
Grade level: County School


PO BOX 329, San Francisco, CA, 94020
Phone: (415) 241-6553
Fax: (415) 241-6554
Principal: Chris Lanier


Uniforms


None


Additional Info


Log Cabin High School is a unique court ordered school located 45 miles south of San Francisco, in the town of La Honda. Situated in the Santa Cruz Mountains, Log Cabin Ranch is a therapeutic honors facility run by San
Francisco Juvenile Probation Department. Our school serves youth who have been adjudicated and placed at Log Cabin Ranch for approximately one year.


Log Cabin provides educational services to San Francisco’s most “at-risk” youth.  For the majority of our students, habitual truancy and even the likelihood of dropping out of school are much too commonplace.  However,
due to the fact that these students are presently within a minimum security detention facility and 45 miles away from distracting influences, they are now attending school every day and for many of them experiencing
academic success for the first time.  Students participate in a comprehensive school program that only not provides educational opportunities, but also offers them the necessary therapeutic and vocation services so important
in reducing future contacts within the juvenile justice system.


The school provides educational programs for those students with a variety of services ranging from beginning reading tutorials to comprehensive state of the art computer applications including online business training and
college distance learning.  We also offer vocational workshops and training as well.  Students benefit from individualized and whole-class instruction utilizing the SFUSD high school curriculum, and every student leaves
"The Ranch" with transferable credit, a high school diploma, a GED or transition to an institution for higher learning.
*************
SF Chronicle - May 14, 2015
On San Francisco
Golf course turns training ground
Struggling Gleneagles establishes program turning out workers who get hands-on experience keeping it green
C.W. NEVIUS


It wasn’t very long ago that people were wondering whether the 53-year-old Gleneagles Golf Course was worth saving. Rounds of golf at the quirky, city-owned nine-hole course at McLaren Park were
decreasing and the drought had left the fairways looking like an abandoned goat pasture.    Then there’s the location. Glen-eagles is in a part of Visitacion Valley where crime and gunfire are
commonplace. In July, a camp counselor supervising a crowd of children was gunned down on a tennis court no more than a pitching wedge from the third fairway.    It is, in short, an unlikely place
for an academy for at-risk young people. And yet that’s what’s happening.    It’s a stark turnabout from last summer, when it appeared that the course might close after operator Tom Hsieh and the
city couldn’t come to an agreement for a new, nine-year lease.    Hsieh’s idea of a job-training academy caught City Hall’s fancy and led to a new lease that, among other things, increased the amount
of water available for the turf, which is what Hsieh wanted.    That’s why this week, in a trailer in the Gleneagles parking lot, a group of seven twentysomethings sat bolt upright at their desks, took
copious notes and answered questions from their instructor, retired Marine Ken Mochida, with a firm, “Yes, sir.”    Understand, these aren’t budding golfers. Asked if any of them had ever played golf,
the group answered no, although some said they’d tried mini golf.    But they aren’t there to learn how to hit a 5-iron. They are there because the golf course, with the support of the Northern
California District Council of Laborers, is training them to qualify as apprentices in the booming construction labor market. For them, Gleneagles is a classroom, workplace and potential springboard to
full-time work at a union job — with medical benefits, a union wage and pension.    And they jumped at the chance.    “Because,” said Lauriano Torres, who lives South of Market, “sometimes it is
about waking up in the morning and changing the meaning of your life.”    The idea is that they get the basic training from the Laborers Community Training Foundation, then put that knowledge to use
by helping to repair and maintain the golf course. Once they complete the six-week course, the plan is for them to move on to an apprenticeship program, and a new group will take their place.    “We
don’t want to give them a six-week job,” Hsieh says. “We want to give them a career.”    With sponsorship from Boston Properties, the students are paid $15 an hour and get hands-on experience to
build their resume. It’s a win-win.    Just a word of warning for anyone thinking of applying it all begins with the pants. Pull them up. Sagging jeans may be the style on the street, but not in this
classroom.    “It’s about discipline and structure,” said Mochida, who runs these classes all over the Bay Area. “Individuals come in here with a piss-poor attitude, arguing with me, telling me their pants
aren’t sagging. I told a guy recently, ‘You’re on my radar. When you come back, you pull up your pants, you sit up straight, you stay awake and you participate. You don’t do any of those things,
you’re gone.’ ”    At the next class, the guy was transformed.    “He came in Monday a completely different person,” Mochida said. “I told him, ‘I don’t know what happened and I don’t care. Keep it
up.’ ”    Christine Siataga, the only woman in the first class, gets up at 5:30 to get the bus to the golf course by 7 a.m., sharp, from the Mission District.    “I didn’t expect to like him, but I like him a
lot,” she said. “He cares. That’s why he is so hard on us.”    Kelly Mean, a 29-year-old single father of three, says he’s all in for the program.    “This is life-changing, a chance for a better life,” he said.
“Mr. Mochida is pretty much teaching us how to behave.”    But let’s be honest, this was a program born of desperation . Hsieh has operated the course as a labor of love — which is another way of
saying it isn’t making money — for nine years. In July, he gave his 30-day notice to the city, and there were serious questions about whether the course would survive.    “It was really the need to
repurpose Gleneagles,” Hsieh said. “The course has always struggled, especially in the last few years with the decline in golf rounds and the drought. If we wanted to be here another 50 years, we
were going to have to change the approach.”    That’s not all that has changed. A program like this could potentially work at any golf course, but Gleneagles has an advantage — it’s right in the center
of where people need it most.    “The location has been looked at as such a negative for so long,” Hsieh said. “But now we can say that people from the neighborhood can walk to the course. Now the
location is the best thing we have going for us.”    C.W. Nevius is a San Francisco Chronicle columnist. His columns appear Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday. E-mail: cwnevius@ sfchronicle.com Twitter:
@cwnevius


Photos by Tim Hussin / Special to The Chronicle    Ken Mochida instructs at-risk youth in the use of power tools and teaches agrarian studies at Gleneagles Golf
Course, where the students put the lessons into action.



http://sfchronicle.com/





Marcus Valino raises his hand during a session in a trailer in the Gleneagles parking lot that serves as a classroom for the program.


Photos by Tim Hussin / Special to The Chronicle    Rogelio Reyes (left), 19, Kelly Mean, 29, and Lauriano Torres, 21, try on harnesses in the program at Gleneagles
Golf Course that prepares them for jobs.







A participant listens as Ken Mochida teaches a class as part of the program designed for people in the neighborhood.








From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: FW: MB Findings/MMRP
Date: Sunday, May 24, 2015 1:53:04 PM
Attachments: MB MMRP.pdf


Brett:
 
The attached 1990 MB MMRP you sent on Friday does not appear to be complete, but rather just
contains certain pages; is a more complete copy of the MMRP available?
 
Thanks.
 
-Paul
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) [mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:52 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: MB Findings/MMRP
 
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com






Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring Program 



MITIGATION MITIGATION MONITORING I  MONITORING I  MONITORING 
MEASURE MITIGATION RESPONSIBILITY I 	SCHEDULE ACTIONS RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE 



Transportation 



E.2 Provide adequate width Project Sponsor, 	- Impose as condition of � Check Master � Department of Public � Prior to Master 
for one vehicle lane, one Department of Public Master Tentative Map Tentative Map for Works, Department of Tentative Map 
bicycle lane, and a Works approval; implement compliance City Planning approval 
sidewalk in each upon relevant Final 
direction on the new Subdivision Map � Check relevant Final � Department of Public � Prior to relevant Final 
Owens Street Bridge. approval and/or per Subdivision Map for Works, Department of Subdivision Map 



Subdivision compliance City Planning approval 
Improvement Agreement 



Verify compliance � Department of Public � Prior to release of 
Works, Department of security under 
City Planning Subdivision 



Improvement 
Agreement(s) 



E.3a, E.3b Restripe Mariposa, Project Sponsor, In order to maintain � Check Master � Traffic and Parking � Prior to Master 
Seventh, and Traffic and Parking acceptable levels of Tentative Map for Department, Tentative Map 
Pennsylvania Streets to Department service on affected streets compliance Department of City approval 
provide four travel lanes and intersections, Planning 
and install traffic signals establish plan for 
at certain Project Area compliance prior to � Check relevant Final � Traffic and Parking � Prior to relevant Final 
intersections when Master Tentative Map Subdivision Map(s) Department, Subdivision Map 
warranted. and relevant Final for compliance Department of City approval(s) 



Subdivision Map Planning 
approval(s); implement 
prior to Certificates of � Verify compliance � Traffic and Parking � Prior to Certificates of 
Occupancy for Department, Occupancy for 
appropriate development Department of City designated 
phase(s) Planning development phase(s) 
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Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring Program 



MITIGATION MITIGATION MONITORING I  I  MONITORING MONITORING I  MEASURE MITIGATION RESPONSIBILITY I 	SCHEDULE ACTIONS RESPONSIBILITY  SCHEDULE 



E.7 Dedicate a right-of-way Project Sponsor, Right-of-way to be � Check Master � Department of City � Prior to Master 
for an extension of San Francisco Public dedicated prior to Master Tentative Map for Planning, Tentative Map 
MUNI Metro service Utilities Commission Tentative Map approval; adequate right-of-way San Francisco Public approval 
south to 16th Street and MUNI extension and Utilities Commission 
provide an additional stop to be provided per 
Metro stop near 16th MUNT demand analysis � Monitor need for � Department of City � As determined by 
Street. extension and stop Planning, San Francisco Public 



San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Utilities Commission 



� Review plans for � Department of City � Upon submission per 
extension and stop Planning, agreed-upon schedule 



San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission 



� Monitor � Department of City � As determined by 
implementation Planning, San Francisco Public 



San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
Utilities Commission 



� Verify completion � Department of City � Per agreed-upon 
Planning, implementation 
San Francisco Public schedule 
Utilities Commission 
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Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring Program 



MITIGATION MITIGATION MONITORING I 	MONITORING I 	MONITORING 
MEASURE MITIGATION RESPONSIBILITY 	



I  
SCHEDULE ACTIONS RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE 



E.lOd Install "Don’t Block the Project Sponsor, In order to maintain � Check Master � Traffic and Parking � Prior to Master 
Box" street markings at Traffic and Parking acceptable levels of Tentative Map for Department, Tentative Map 
heavily congested Department service at affected compliance Department of City approval 
Project Area intersections, establish Planning 
intersections, plan for compliance 



prior to Master Tentative � Check relevant Final � Traffic and Parking � Prior to relevant Final 
Map and relevant Final Subdivision Map(s) Department, Subdivision Map 
Subdivision Map for compliance Department of City approval(s) 
approval(s); implement Planning 
prior to Certificates of 
Occupancy for � Verify compliance � Traffic and Parking � Prior to Certificates of 
appropriate development Department, Occupancy for 
phase(s) Department of City designated 



Planning development phase(s) 



E. 14a Allow use of vacant land Department of City Authorize parking as a � Review proposed City � Department of City � Prior to approval of 
for temporary surface Planning, City Planning temporary use in City Planning Code Planning City Planning Code 
parking lots. Commission, Board of Planning Code as part of amendments amendments 



Supervisors Project Approval 
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Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring Program 



MITIGATION MITIGATION MONITORING MONITORING MONITORING 
MEASURE MITIGATION RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE ACTIONS RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE 



F.2 Examine need for Project Sponsor, If the need for this � Check Master � Department of Public � Prior to Master 
providing street cleaning Department of Public measure and resources Tentative Map for Works, Department of Tentative Map 
service during Mission Works for its implementation compliance City Planning approval 
Bay construction. are identified, establish 



plan for compliance � Check relevant Final � Department of Public � Prior to relevant Final 
prior to Master Tentative Subdivision Map(s) Works, Department of Subdivision Map 
Map and relevant Final for compliance City Planning approval(s) 
Subdivision Map 
approval(s); implement � Verify compliance � Department of Public � Prior to Certificates of 
prior to Certificates of Works, Department of Occupancy for 
Occupancy for City Planning designated 
appropriate development development phase(s) 
phase(s) 



F.3 Remove materials Project Sponsor, Incorporate in Specific � Review Specific Plan � Department of City � Prior to approval of 
spilled onto roadways Department of City Plan; impose as Planning Specific Plan 
and monitor the need for Planning, Department of condition of Building 
additional dust control Public Works Permits; implement � Review plans for � Department of City � Prior to issuance of 
measures (in addition to during construction compliance Planning Building Permits 
those specified in 
Measure F.1, above) per � Verify compliance � Department of City � Periodically during 
the Specific Plan. Planning, Bureau of construction 



Building Inspection 



F.4 Implement measures to (See Transportation (See Transportation (See Transportation (See Transportation (See Transportation 
decrease vehicle trips Measures [El) Measures [E]) Measures [E]) Measures [E]) Measures [E]) 
(see Transportation 
Measures [E]). 



A-20 











Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring Program 



MITIGATION MITIGATION MONITORING MONITORING MONITORING 
MEASURE MITIGATION RESPONSIBILITY 



I 	
SCHEDULE ACTIONS RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE 



Noise 



G. 1 Comply with the Project Sponsor Impose as condition of � Review construction � Department of City � Prior to issuance of 
construction-related Building Permits; plans for adequate Planning, Bureau of Building Permits 
provisions of the implement during noise-reduction Building Inspection 
San Francisco Noise construction measures 
Ordinance. Construct 
noise barriers around � Verify compliance � Department of City � Periodically during 
construction sites and Planning, Bureau of construction 
provide noise shielding Building Inspection 
for stationary 
construction equipment, 
such as compressors. 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Clarke Miller"
Subject: RE: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:54:00 AM


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:51 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
 
Yes, our GC has a series of logistics/staging slides that depicts the construction sequence. We can
ask MBDG this afternoon for a similar graphic.
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:47 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
 
Looks good. Would like to have a map that shows the GSW and MBDG projects in the area so that
we can reference it during the discussion.  Could just be each side bring a base map or staging map
to reference.  Don’t need to create something new, just want to have a reference document.
 
Barbara and I are still looking for a larger room – due to schedules, we need to have it up in the City
Hall area.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com





http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:44 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: proposed agenda for 5/20 mtg
 
Catherine,
 
Attached is the proposed agenda for the 5/20 meeting. There’s a pre-meeting with MBDG at 4pm
today that Molly on our team will review this agenda with them, so it may evolve. If you have any
comments, please let us know.
 
Molly, can you call/email Kent Eickman at PUC to see if he can attend the 5/20 meeting? It’ll be
helpful as part of the de-watering and sanitary flow conversations.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:[mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: Orton Development
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 12:26:48 PM


Thanks, Brett.  This project has now been added to the list of cumulative projects.
Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/22/2015 8:36 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:


The CPE was published May 7, 2014 and the project has a 24 month construction
timeline. Project description is as follows:
 
Project Title: 400-600 20th Street, Pier 70 ("20th Street Historic Core")
The project site is located along northern and southern portions of 20th Street
between Illinois and Louisiana Streets within the greater approximately 70-acre Pier 70
area bounded by Mariposa, Illinois, 22nd Streets and San Francisco Bay in San
Francisco’s Central Waterfront area. The project site includes four parcels (Assessor’s
Block 4046, Lot 001; Block 4111, Lots 003 and 004; and a portion of Block 4052, Lot
001) which contain ten Port-owned buildings (Buildings 101, 102, 104, 113, 114, 115,
116, 122, 123 and 14) which are referred to as the “20th Street Historic Core.” The ten
buildings on the project site range in size from approximately 400 square feet (sq. ft.)
to 95,157 sq. ft.
 
The 20th Street Historic Core currently contains approximately 270,000 gross square
feet (gsf) of largely vacant industrial and office space. The proposed project would
include: 1) historic renovation of the 20th Street Historic Core to satisfy current
seismic, structural, and code requirements; 2) remediation of hazardous materials; 3)
reuse of the buildings as primarily light industrial and commercial uses; 4) the addition
of approximately 69,000 gross square feet (gsf) of new building space, primarily in
interior mezzanines; 5) removal of approximately 5,000 gsf of previous additions to
Building 104 at the northeast corner, and to Building 113 on the eastern side and
western sides; 6) creation of an outdoor publically accessible plaza to be used for
events, and 7) roadway, sidewalk, and parking lot improvements as described below
under “Parking, Access, Circulation and Loading”. In total, the proposed project would
include approximately 334,000 gsf of existing and new building space, as detailed in
Tables 1 and 2, below.
 



mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Meeting re: Warriors" Construction Cranes
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 1:45:54 PM


Chris:
 
I see you were not cc:d on this.
 
-Paul
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 10:04 AM
To: Clarke Miller; 'Catherine Reilly'
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; 'Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)'; David
Carlock; Paul Mitchell; 'vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com'; Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Hello Clarke,
 
We have reviewed the ADEIR section and have a number of questions and concerns about the
construction cranes.   We would like to set up a working meeting to discuss the issues and develop a
workable plan for all involved – something more specific than the mitigation currently identified in
the ADEIR.   Besides those on this email, are there others on the City/Warriors side who should
participate?  Please let me know, and I will have Kim Woo in our office set this up.  I will invite our
helipad consultant and Calstar pilots.
 
Thanks.  Diane
 


From: Wong, Diane C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 8:59 AM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David
Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Clarke, thanks for the message.  I agree with your suggested approach.  We’ll take a look at the
analysis and let you know if there are significant issues.
 
Diane
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Wong, Diane C.; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com
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Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Diane,
I was just informed by ESA that the draft section of the EIR which covers the issue of the helicopter
flight path will be ready for review shortly and will be shared with UCSF as we’ve done in the past.
Given that the analysis is complete, it seems prudent to for us all to review that section, flag any
issues, and then schedule a follow-up meeting if any significant issues are raised. Please let us know
if this approach is acceptable to you.
Regards,
Clarke
 
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 9:15 PM
To: 'Wong, Diane C.'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David
Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Hi Diane,
Thanks for the offer. We did have an opportunity for a conference call with your helicopter
consultant last November (I don’t recall whether you were able to participate or not), but I don’t
think it hurts to have an additional conversation now that ESA (our CEQA consultant, copied here) is
performing a more detailed analysis for the EIR. I’d recommend ESA participate in the meeting, as
well as a member of our GC. Do you have dates in mind?
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 3:23 PM
To: Catherine Reilly; Clarke Miller
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Catherine and Clarke,
 
A while back we discussed the potential for us to meet with the Warriors’ construction contractors
to share information about the UCSF flight paths, and to discuss ways to minimize potential impacts
on those flight paths from the Warriors’ construction cranes.   Although we understand the issue will
be discussed in the Warriors’ EIR, we think such a meeting would be helpful, and could also inform
the EIR analysis.  We could bring along our helipad consultant who could share information about
FAA and Caltrans requirements, as well as a couple of pilots from Calstar, the air ambulance
company that serves the hospital, who can provide feedback based on actual practice and flight
experience.
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Would you be open to such a meeting?  If so, I can have Kim Woo in our office schedule it.
 
Thanks.  Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58:02 AM


To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing
revised wording for two mitigation measures: 


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies
to air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies
to helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22,
2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Sekhri, Neil; Whit Manley (WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com); David Kelly
Subject: Variant Chapter - Sponsor Comments
Date: Monday, May 25, 2015 10:05:36 AM
Attachments: image001.png


8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3_GSW+Strada+RMM+GDC_Comment.docx


Combined sponsor comments on the Variant chapter are attached. Thanks.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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8. Third Street Plaza Variant


[bookmark: _GoBack]CHAPTER 8


[bookmark: Proj_Desc][bookmark: II_Proj_Desc]Third Street Plaza Variant


8.1 Overview


The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 and 5, respectively. The project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, with all of the same objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approvals as the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, should this variant be selected for approval. It should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project. Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for the description and analysis of CEQA alternatives.	Comment by Whit Manley: The current version of the alternatives chapter states that the variant would reduce a significant and unavoidable impact of the project: wind impacts.  As we note in our comments on the alternatives chapter, if the wind chapter has been revised to conclude that the impact is less than significant with mitigation, then this statement is appropriate.  If the wind chapter has not been revised, however, then this statement should be revisited, in that the variant would avoid an SU impact of the project and, in that sense, the variant would instead qualify as an alternative (and the City would arguably be obliged to adopt it unless for some reason it is infeasible).


The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right-of-way, and 68.75 feet in width along the Campus Way axis.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to terminate vacate this on-site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the Adjacent Parcels Design Standards[footnoteRef:2] of the view easement. Accordingly, this variant avoids any above-grade structural development within the boundary of the on-site UCSF view easement, with the exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below.  [2:  	Amended and Restated Declaration and Agreement of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for the UCSF Mission Bay Campus dated 6/24/99, and recorded 7/19/99 as Instrument No. 99-G622193-00.] 



Section 8.2 presents the project variant characteristics; and Section 8.3 presents the environmental impacts of the project variant.  


8.2	Third Street Plaza Variant Description


Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of design, uses, programming, construction, and operation would be identical to that of the proposed project with one exception: the area of the proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the design standards of the UCSF view easement on the project site. Consequently, the area of the project site within the view easement would be part of a proposed at-grade “Main Lower Plaza” with no above-grade structural development (i.e., there would be no elevated plaza or “gatehouse” building within the view easement as is proposed under the project).  Figure 8-1 presents a proposed conceptual site plan for the variant; Figure 8-2 presents a west building elevation for the variant, looking east from Third Street. The Main Lower Plaza would contain a large open paved area for passive recreational use.  The Main Lower Plaza would also contain appropriate subgrade utilities and design features to allow for a variety of temporary alternate at-grade uses, such as an ice rink, NBA basketball court, and/or movie seating.  


The gatehouse building along Third Street that is included in the proposed project would be relocated to the north, outside the view easement, just off the northwest corner of the variant's Main Lower Plaza.  The gatehouse building for the variant would also be smaller in size than the gatehouse building for the proposed project (4,150 gsf vs. 11,550 gsf), although it would be four feet taller (42 feet agl vs. 38 feet agl). 


An elevated plaza (“Main Upper Plaza”) would extend around the outside of the north, east and south boundaries of the Main Lower Plaza. Several stairways and a series of landscaped terraces would provide pedestrian access, seating, and a visual transition between the Main Lower Plaza and Main Upper Plaza.  The Main Upper Plaza, similar to the elevated plaza of the proposed project, would provide pedestrian access to the main event center entrance, the plaza entrances of the office and retail buildings, and the event center exterior perimeter walkways.  


Similar to the proposed project, the variant would provide three levels of enclosed, on-site parking (two below grade: Lower Parking Levels 1 and 2, and one at street level: Upper Parking Level). However, since because the variant would contain a smaller elevated plaza in which to enclose parking on the Upper Parking Level, it would provide less total on-site parking than the proposed project (875 to 900 parking spaces under the variant vs. 950 parking spaces under the proposed project, or 50 to 75 fewer parking spaces). As under the proposed project, the sponsor would also use 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage to provide additional parking to serve the project employees. Proposed on-site loading spaces of the variant would be identical to that of the proposed project.


All other respects of the Third Street Plaza Variant design would be the same as the proposed project, including meeting LEED® Gold standards; total building square footage; number of above- and below-grade levels; building shapes, heights and massing; event center seating capacity; open space area; pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle facilities and access points; pervious/impervious surfaces; and utilities.  All operational aspects of the Third Street Plaza Variant would also be the same as those for the proposed project, including annual number, type and timing of games/events at the event center, site employment, and proposed implementation of a Transportation Management Plan. Moreover, proposed construction characteristics would be the same as the proposed project, including proposed depth of construction, construction techniques, construction equipment, construction employment, and construction duration.


Insert Figure 8-1







Insert Figure 8-2






8.3 	Impact Evaluation


In essentially all respects, the Third Street Plaza Variant would have the same environmental impacts as those identified for the proposed project in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and in Chapters 4 and 5 of this SEIR. The environmental analyses contained and focused out in the Initial Study—Land Use, Aesthetics, Population and Housing, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Recreation, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Mineral/Energy Resources, and Agricultural and Forest Resources—apply identically to the Third Street Plaza Variant as they do to the proposed project because the minor design modifications at the Third Street Plaza would not affect any of the identified effects on these resource areas. All identified mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would also apply to the Third Street Plaza Variant. Therefore, no further analyses of these topics is required. 


The discussion in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant the same as it does to the proposed project because, again, the minor design modifications at the Third Street Plaza would not alter the discussion of consistency with applicable plans and policies. The same design and development controls identified for the proposed project would apply to the variant. When compared to the proposed project, the minor design modifications under the variant would not affect the design controls related to height, towers, bulk, streetwalls, setback, parking, or loading. Therefore, Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, also applies to the Third Street Variant, and no further discussion is required.


Furthermore, the impact analyses in Chapter 5 with respect to Noise and Vibration, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Shadow, Utilities and Service Systems, Public Services, and Hydrology and Water Quality also apply identically to the Third Street Plaza Variant as they do to the proposed project, and the same mitigation and improvement measures apply. The minor design modifications associated with the Third Street Plaza Variant would not change any of the underlying assumption used in the impact analyses for these resource areas.  All assumptions, conditions, setting, impacts, and mitigation measures would be the exactly the same as those identified in Chapter 5 for all of these resource areas, and therefore, all of these sections of Chapter 5 also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant, and no further discussion is required.


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant with respect to all aspects of the setting, approach to analysis, impacts, and mitigation and improvement measures. None of the minor design modifications would affect the assumptions used for analyses of traffic, transit, loading, emergency access, or helipad safety under any of the scenarios analyzed. While the modified design of the Main Plazas could result in minor changes to pedestrian and bicycle access to the site from the west side, none of these changes would substantially affect the impact analyses and significance determinations for pedestrians and bicyclists presented in Section 5.2 and no further analysis is required. 


The only substantive change in the Third Street Plaza Variant design relevant to the Transportation and Circulation section would be the reduction of on-site parking spaces by 50 to 75 spaces. The reduction in parking supply may result in some drivers seeking parking in other nearby parking facilities, or on-street, during the midday period when parking demand peaks. This effect, however, would not substantially affect the intersection analysis for the analysis hours because ___________________. when parking demand associated with the project uses is lower. and would be accommodated within the on-site supply or in adjacent parking facilities.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Do we have some way to explain how this fits within an existing confidence interval for the traffic analysis? In other words, why is the potential relocation of 50-75 cars considered below the threshold where assignments and analysis would change? It would help to cite to something here.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I agree there wouldn’t be a major impact on intersection analysis, but framing it in terms of parking demand gets confusing with the following paragraph. See above and below.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Seems inconsistent with the next paragraph, especially “The unmet parking demand….areawide parking conditions”


The reduction in parking supply would result in the parking demand exceeding the project variant parking supply during the weekday midday period for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game event. By contrast, the proposed project would result in , compared to the parking demand exceeding the proposed project parking supply during the weekday midday period , compared to only for the Convention Event scenario for the proposed project. . During the weekday midday period the unmet parking demand would be between 17 and 42 spaces for the No Event scenario (compared to none for the proposed project), would be between 874 and 899 for the Convention Event scenario (compared to 824 for the proposed project), and would be between 40 and 65 for the Basketball Game scenario (compared to none for the proposed project). In addition, during the weekday and Saturday evenings, the on-site unmet parking demand would increase for the Basketball Game scenario by 50 to 75 spaces. The unmet parking demand would be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or in on-street spaces, and would not substantially affect areawide parking conditions.  See Appendix TR. Parking information is presented for informational purposes, since consistent with SB 743 (see Chapter 2, Introduction), parking effects are not considered significant impacts under CEQA for the proposed project or the variant. 


Therefore, the only resource area with potentially different environmental effects from the proposed project is Wind, discussed below. Please see Chapter 5, Section 5.6, for a description of the existing wind conditions and the significance criterion and methodology used in the impact analysis below.


Wind


Wind Hazards at Off-site Public Areas


Impact V-WS-1: The variant would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas. (Less than Significant)


The proposed variant would include development of an event center, office and retail buildings, and other structures that would have the potential to alter winds off-site, including at pedestrian use areas such as public walkways and public open space in the variant vicinity. 


A wind tunnel test was conducted to define the pedestrian wind environment that currently exists, and to determine future wind conditions on public use areas around the variant site with implementation of the variant. Table 8-1 presents the wind analysis results, namely the 10-percent exceeded equivalent wind speeds and the number of hours per year the wind hazard criterion would be exceeded at 46 off-site study test points located on public walkways along the site perimeter and vicinity for the existing and existing-plus-variant wind scenarios. Figure 8-3 presents a map showing the location of the off-site wind test points, including the location of wind hazards for the existing-plus-variant scenario.


Insert Table 5.6-1
Existing Plus Variant Wind Hazard Conditions
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Insert Figure 8-3
Existing Plus Variant Wind Hazard Conditions	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Should we also include the Existing Conditions plan view, or the Cumulative + Variant?



Existing Wind Hazard Conditions. Under existing conditions, the wind hazard criterion is exceeded at seven test locations on public walkways in the project vicinity. Currently, five test locations with wind hazards occur along 16th Street at test points adjacent to, across the street from, or upwind of the project site, one wind hazard location occurs along Gene Friend Way upwind of the project site, and one wind hazard location occurs on South Street adjacent to the project site. The total duration of the existing wind hazards at the seven locations on public walkways in the project vicinity is 106 hours per year, with 101 of those hours occurring at the five test points along 16th Street.


Existing-Plus-Variant Wind Hazard Conditions at Off-site Public Use Areas. Development of the variant would alter wind speeds among individual study test points at off-site public walkways. Under existing-plus-variant conditions, the total net number of off-site study test points at which wind speed would exceed the wind hazard criterion would be reduced from seven to five. There would also be a net decrease in the total duration of wind hazards on the off-site public walkways in the variant vicinity, decreasing from 106 hours per year under existing conditions to 92 hours per year under existing-plus-variant conditions (a decrease of 14 hours per year).


When considering individual wind test points, the variant would result in the following changes to the wind environment in the variant vicinity compared to existing conditions (see Figure 8-2 for test point locations):


· Create new exceedances of the wind hazard criterion at two test points: at the southeast corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 6: 22 hours per year); and on the north side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way across from the project site (Test Point No. 50: 3 hours per year); 


· Increase the duration of two existing wind hazard exceedances: at the southeast corner of 16th Street and Illinois Street (Test Point No. 99: 9 hour increase per year); and at the southwest corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 106: 2 hour increase per year);


· Decrease the duration of one existing wind hazard: on 16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets (Test Point No. 105: 27 hour decrease per year) and


· Eliminate four existing exceedances of the wind hazard criterion: at the northwest corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 1: 13 hours eliminated per year); at the northeast corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 7: 6 hours eliminated per year); on South Street adjacent to the site (Test Point No. 54: 3 hours eliminated per year); and on Gene Friend Way adjacent to UCSF Hearst Tower (Test Point No. 103: 1 hour eliminated per year).


It should be noted that the wind test results indicate that under existing-plus-variant conditions, no wind hazard exceedances would occur on public walkways located on the east side of the project site. Furthermore, it can also be inferred from the wind test data that the variant would not cause a new wind hazard within the planned Bayfront Park.	Comment by Whit Manley: Please explain briefly the basis for this inference. 


In summary, the variant would result in a net decrease in the total duration of the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways in the variant vicinity. Consequently, the variant would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas, and accordingly, the impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Proposed Project	Comment by Whit Manley: This insert is based on the conclusion that MM M-WS-1 will substantially lessen the wind hazard impact for the proposed project.  The aim is to make clear that, as mitigated, the proposed project is equivalent to the variant, although the variant does not require mitigation.


The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways in the project vicinity. Consequently, the project would alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas, and accordingly, the impact would be significant. Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 – Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Project Off-site Wind Hazards – would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.  The variant, by contrast, would not result in significant impacts with respect to the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways, and therefore does not require mitigation.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, under Summary of Impacts in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR reported that proposed buildings 100 feet or higher could generate pedestrian-level wind effects, including increased wind speeds and turbulence. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure D.7, which required wind review, including wind tunnel testing, of proposed structures over 100 feet in height, and provided for design-specific analysis of wind hazards and a basis to incorporate design modifications to reduce significant wind hazards, that Mission Bay plan wind impacts would be less than significant.


Consistent with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.7 (and the South Design for Development Wind Analysis standards), wind tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for the variant. As discussed above, variant wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas are determined be less than significant. As a result, the variant would not result in a substantially more severe significant wind impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Supplemental Information – Variant Wind Hazard Effects at On-site Publically Accessible Areas of Substantial Pedestrian Use


The variant would include a variety of privately-owned, publically accessible on-site plazas and exterior walkways that would be located throughout and at varying elevations on the variant site. These proposed publically accessible areas on the variant site would experience wind effects resulting from proposed on-site development and surrounding off-site development in the project vicinity. On-site publically accessible areas that may be subject to periods of high pedestrian use, particularly prior to and following games/events at the event center, include the following:


· Main Lower Plaza (0 feet el.), Main Upper Plaza (10 feet el.) and Approaches: This area includes the Main Lower Plaza, the elevated Main Upper Plaza and adjacent on-site pedestrian approaches from Third Street. The primary entrance to the event center is accessed via these plazas.


· Event Center North Side Pedestrian Path (10 to 26 feet el.): This proposed walkway would serve as the primary pedestrian pathway around the north side of the event center, and would connect the Third Street Plaza with the bayfront overlook. 


· Event Center Southwest Side Pedestrian Path (0 to 12 feet el.): This proposed walkway would provide pedestrian access around the southwest side of the event center, and provide access between 16th Street and the Third Street Plaza. 


· Southeast Plaza (0 feet el.): This proposed ground-level plaza would be located in the southeast corner of the project site. The secondary entrance to the event center is via this plaza. 


· Bayfront Overlook (26 feet el.): This elevated area is located on the east side of the site adjacent to the event center and would overlook the Bay. 


A discussion of potential wind effects at these on-site areas of substantial pedestrian use is presented herein for informational purposes only. 


Other outdoor areas within the variant site that may offer private and/or public pedestrian access, include the office and retail building podium roofs (90 foot el.), the food hall roof (41-foot el.), and the event center bayfront terrace (pedestrian deck at approximate 100-foot el.). However, since the event center and/or office and retail building operators would have greater access control over these site areas so as to be able to restrict pedestrian access in the event of hazardous windy conditions, potential variant wind effects at these specific areas are not discussed further.


Under existing-plus-variant conditions, two on-site study test points at the proposed event center on the north side pedestrian path would exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 24 hours per year. One of the Third Street approaches to Main Lower Plaza would also exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 9 hours per year.  No exceedances of the wind hazard criterion would occur at any of the other areas of substantial pedestrian use at the variant site.


Cumulative Impact— Wind


Wind Hazards at Off-site Public Areas


Impact V-C-WS-1: The variant, in combination with cumulative development, would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas. (Less than Significant)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future buildings 100 feet and taller within the variant vicinity would have the potential to result in localized wind effects that could be adverse. As part of the wind tunnel testing, one test was conducted to evaluate the pedestrian wind environment that would exist with the variant, in combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative development, on public use areas around the variant site. In the immediate variant vicinity, this included assumed cumulative development on currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3 and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the variant site, respectively. Development of the undeveloped portions of these blocks is considered reasonably foreseeable.  This scenario is consistent with the scenario used to analyze cumulative impacts for the proposed project.


Cumulative development would alter wind speeds among individual offsite study test points. The off-site wind hazards that would occur under cumulative-plus-variant conditions would be fewer than would occur under both existing conditions (reduced from 7 to 3) and existing-plus-variant conditions (reduced from 5 to 3). Furthermore, the duration of the wind hazards that would occur under cumulative-plus-variant conditions 23 hours – would be less than would occur under existing conditions (106 hours) and existing-plus-variant conditions (92 hours). Consequently, cumulative wind hazard impacts would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis. Consistent with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.7 (and the South Design for Development Wind Analysis standards), wind tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for both variant and cumulative conditions. As discussed above, cumulative impacts of wind hazards at off-site public areas would be less than significant. Therefore, the variant would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant cumulative wind hazard impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Supplemental Information – Cumulative Wind Hazard Effects at On-site Publically Accessible Areas of Substantial Pedestrian Use 


For reasons discussed above, wind effects on on-site publically accessible areas are not considered under a significance threshold; however, a discussion of potential cumulative wind effects at on-site areas of substantial pedestrian use is presented herein for informational purposes only. 	Comment by Whit Manley: There is no discussion above why this is not considered a CEQA issue.  Please insert explanation why this is not a CEQA issue.  

Note that this same issue arises in Chapter 5.6 Wind and Shadow.  The text states on-site publicly accessible  areas do not raise a CEQA issue, but the text does not explain why that’s true.


Under cumulative-plus-variant conditions, one on-site study test point on the event center north side pedestrian path would exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 12 hours; however, this would be less than the total duration of the exceedances that would occur on this pedestrian path under existing-plus-variant conditions (24 hours). No exceedances of the wind hazard criterion would occur at any of the other areas of substantial pedestrian use at the variant site. 


8.4 	Other CEQA Issues and Alternatives


As indicated above, the impact analysis for the proposed project, with the exception of the Wind section, applies equally to the Third Street Plaza Variant. Therefore, in addition to the impact evaluation for the resource topics covered in Chapter 5, the discussion of other CEQA issues in Chapter 6 also applies to the variant; these topics include growth inducing impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, effects found not to be significant, irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, and areas of known controversy and issues to be resolved. Furthermore, because implementation of the Third Street Plaza Variant would result in the same significant impacts as the proposed project—with the exception of the wind hazard impact as described above— the alternatives analysis presented in Chapter 7 of this SEIR also applies to the variant and no further analysis is required.	Comment by Whit Manley: The point here should be that there is no difference in the significant and unavoidable impacts under the project variant. As noted in our first comment in this chapter, both neither the project or the variant would result in a significant and unavoidable wind impact.  
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Overview




 




The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include 




environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 




and 5, respectively. The 




project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the 




proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29




-




32, with all of the same 




objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approval




s as 




the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of 




detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California 




Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, should this v




ariant be selected for approval. 




It 




should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that 




would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project.




 




Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for 




the description and ana




lysis of CEQA alternatives.




 




The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the 




project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right
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of
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way, and 68.75 feet 




in width along the Campus Way axi




s.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval 




from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to 




vacate 




this on




-




site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of 




accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the 




Adjacent 




Parcels Design Standards
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view easement. Accordingly, this variant 




avoids any above
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grade 




structural development within the boundary of the on
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site UCSF view easement, with the 




exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below. 




 




Section 




8




.2 present




s the




 




project 




variant 




characteristics; 




and Section




 




8.3 presents the environmental 




impacts of the project variant.  
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sed project with one exception: the area of the 
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of the
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The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include 



environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 



and 5, respectively. The project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the 



proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, with all of the same 



objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approvals as 



the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of 



detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California 
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should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that 



would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project. Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for 



the description and analysis of CEQA alternatives. 



The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the 



project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right-of-way, and 68.75 feet 



in width along the Campus Way axis.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval 



from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to vacate this on-



site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of 



accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the Adjacent 
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 of the view easement. Accordingly, this variant avoids any above-grade 



structural development within the boundary of the on-site UCSF view easement, with the 



exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below.  



Section 8.2 presents the project variant characteristics; and Section 8.3 presents the environmental 



impacts of the project variant.   
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce Hsiao; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Re: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 2:17:34 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_AMV LCW JIF.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Adam
Jose and I reviewed your comments, and attached are responses to your comments. 
We also clarified some of the edits that you made.


On a related topic, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service 
during Overlapping Events was assumed by us to be feasible because it would 
replace some of the additional light rail transit service with bus service instead (i.e., 
the same additional light rail service can't be provided to serve both AT&T Park and 
the event center at the same time). Based on my discussion last month with Julie 
Kirschbaum, the service required during the large overlapping events would 
generally be within the TSP budget, but I do not have that in writing anywhere. 


Bill Wycko has indicated that in order to assert that during overlapping events that 
transit impacts would be less than significant with this mitigation, we need to have 
confirmation that the additional transit service can and would be provided.  Is there 
a way to incorporate that into the TSP letter? That is - to specifically state that 
service during the large overlapping events is included in the TSP costs.


Would you be able to confirm with SFMTA and have this added to the letter?  If 
SFMTA feels that the Mitigation Measure is not feasible, then we would need to 
revise the impact determination from "less than significant with mitigation" to 
"significant and unavoidable with mitigation".


Thank you,
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were proposing an additional VMS on 101 NB.


THAT IS NOT PART OF THE TMP. PUTTING A VMS REQUIRES COORDINATION WITH AND APPROVAL BY CALTRANS. IT WAS DECIDED THAT THAT WAS SOMETHING THAT THE CITY WOULD PURSUE.  IT IS IN THE MITIGATION MEASURE.



As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), and the Third Street bridge is typically congested following a SF Giant game, event center attendees would generally be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the west and north via Seventh Street. Some vehicles, depending on where they are parked, would access Seventh Street via Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive. and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 	Comment by Adam VandeWater: UCSF has also requested field monitoring after significant events (completion of SWL337  or Pier 70, say).

NOT PART OF TMP. DO YOU WANT THE TMP TO BE REVISED?  NEED TO CHECK WITH SPONSOR.  Both SWL 337 and PIER 70 are long-term projects that will be built sequentially and will take years to complete.  UCSF request means monitoring over the next 10 to 15 years.  City needs to check with sponsor.




The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back tospill back from the eastbound left turn pocket on 16th Street into the intersection with or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: Is this supposed to say Third St?  Doesn’t make sense as written.

IT DOES MAKE SENSE. DON’T WANT CARS FROM ENTERING THE GARAGE TO QUEUE ON 16TH STREET SO AFFECTS OPERATION OF THE INTERSECTION OF THIRD/16TH. WORDIN REVISED.



· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to this policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. 


· Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.














OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-89	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-90	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-91	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:45] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [45: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:46] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [46: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were adding 4 additional PCOs for a total of 21, not 6 additional.  Need to double check against TSP.

ALL SIX INTERSECTIONS DO NOT OPERATE AT LOS E OR LOS F FOR THE SAME ANALYSIS HOURS, SO DON’T NEED SIX ADDITIONAL PCOS.  THE FOUR ADDITIONAL PCOS WERE BASED ON THE IMPACTS FROM THE FIRST DRAFT. IT IS OK TO KEEP AT FOUR ADDITIONAL.





Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:47] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [47: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.
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As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:49] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [49: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:50] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [50: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:51] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [51: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:52] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:53] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [52: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [53: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:54], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [54: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:55] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [55: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:56] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [56:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:57] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [57:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:58] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [58:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:59] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [59:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:60] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [61:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:62] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [63:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 
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UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:67] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [67:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).
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Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:70] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [70:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:71],[footnoteRef:72] [71:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [72:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:73] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [73:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
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On May 15, 2015, at 5:32 PM, Joyce Hsiao <joyce@orionenvironment.com> wrote:



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



-------- Forwarded Message --------			Subject:			RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV


			Date:			Fri, 15 May 2015 22:02:30 +0000


			From:			Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>


			To:			Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com>, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Paul Mitchell<PMitchell@esassoc.com>


			CC:			WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com <WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com>, Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com) <mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com>, David Kelly <DKelly@warriors.com>, Sekhri, Neil <NSekhri@gibsondunn.com>







Here are a few Transportation chapter comments.  

Adam
 
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV


 
Final comments from GSW. Please replace my earlier submittal for Noise with the attached document which merges multiple GSW comments on this chapter.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:42 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III


 
Final comments available at links below:
 
·         Air Quality
o   No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o   (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)
 
Thanks all.
Kate
 
			Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst



			510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)



			kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II


 
Please see additional comments at links below.
 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)
 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
			Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst



			510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)



			kaufhauser@warriors.com



			<Mail Attachment.png>



			website | tickets | app | social | find us



			SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year






 

 
From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I


 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked below:
 
·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)
 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)
 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
			Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst



			510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)



			kaufhauser@warriors.com
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			website | tickets | app | social | find us



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


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Sekhri, Neil; Whit Manley (WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com); David Kelly
Subject: Variant Chapter - Sponsor Comments
Date: Monday, May 25, 2015 10:05:36 AM
Attachments: image001.png


8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3_GSW+Strada+RMM+GDC_Comment.docx


Combined sponsor comments on the Variant chapter are attached. Thanks.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:DKelly@warriors.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014








8. Third Street Plaza Variant


8. Third Street Plaza Variant


[bookmark: _GoBack]CHAPTER 8


[bookmark: Proj_Desc][bookmark: II_Proj_Desc]Third Street Plaza Variant


8.1 Overview


The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 and 5, respectively. The project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, with all of the same objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approvals as the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, should this variant be selected for approval. It should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project. Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for the description and analysis of CEQA alternatives.	Comment by Whit Manley: The current version of the alternatives chapter states that the variant would reduce a significant and unavoidable impact of the project: wind impacts.  As we note in our comments on the alternatives chapter, if the wind chapter has been revised to conclude that the impact is less than significant with mitigation, then this statement is appropriate.  If the wind chapter has not been revised, however, then this statement should be revisited, in that the variant would avoid an SU impact of the project and, in that sense, the variant would instead qualify as an alternative (and the City would arguably be obliged to adopt it unless for some reason it is infeasible).


The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right-of-way, and 68.75 feet in width along the Campus Way axis.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to terminate vacate this on-site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the Adjacent Parcels Design Standards[footnoteRef:2] of the view easement. Accordingly, this variant avoids any above-grade structural development within the boundary of the on-site UCSF view easement, with the exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below.  [2:  	Amended and Restated Declaration and Agreement of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for the UCSF Mission Bay Campus dated 6/24/99, and recorded 7/19/99 as Instrument No. 99-G622193-00.] 



Section 8.2 presents the project variant characteristics; and Section 8.3 presents the environmental impacts of the project variant.  


8.2	Third Street Plaza Variant Description


Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of design, uses, programming, construction, and operation would be identical to that of the proposed project with one exception: the area of the proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the design standards of the UCSF view easement on the project site. Consequently, the area of the project site within the view easement would be part of a proposed at-grade “Main Lower Plaza” with no above-grade structural development (i.e., there would be no elevated plaza or “gatehouse” building within the view easement as is proposed under the project).  Figure 8-1 presents a proposed conceptual site plan for the variant; Figure 8-2 presents a west building elevation for the variant, looking east from Third Street. The Main Lower Plaza would contain a large open paved area for passive recreational use.  The Main Lower Plaza would also contain appropriate subgrade utilities and design features to allow for a variety of temporary alternate at-grade uses, such as an ice rink, NBA basketball court, and/or movie seating.  


The gatehouse building along Third Street that is included in the proposed project would be relocated to the north, outside the view easement, just off the northwest corner of the variant's Main Lower Plaza.  The gatehouse building for the variant would also be smaller in size than the gatehouse building for the proposed project (4,150 gsf vs. 11,550 gsf), although it would be four feet taller (42 feet agl vs. 38 feet agl). 


An elevated plaza (“Main Upper Plaza”) would extend around the outside of the north, east and south boundaries of the Main Lower Plaza. Several stairways and a series of landscaped terraces would provide pedestrian access, seating, and a visual transition between the Main Lower Plaza and Main Upper Plaza.  The Main Upper Plaza, similar to the elevated plaza of the proposed project, would provide pedestrian access to the main event center entrance, the plaza entrances of the office and retail buildings, and the event center exterior perimeter walkways.  


Similar to the proposed project, the variant would provide three levels of enclosed, on-site parking (two below grade: Lower Parking Levels 1 and 2, and one at street level: Upper Parking Level). However, since because the variant would contain a smaller elevated plaza in which to enclose parking on the Upper Parking Level, it would provide less total on-site parking than the proposed project (875 to 900 parking spaces under the variant vs. 950 parking spaces under the proposed project, or 50 to 75 fewer parking spaces). As under the proposed project, the sponsor would also use 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage to provide additional parking to serve the project employees. Proposed on-site loading spaces of the variant would be identical to that of the proposed project.


All other respects of the Third Street Plaza Variant design would be the same as the proposed project, including meeting LEED® Gold standards; total building square footage; number of above- and below-grade levels; building shapes, heights and massing; event center seating capacity; open space area; pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle facilities and access points; pervious/impervious surfaces; and utilities.  All operational aspects of the Third Street Plaza Variant would also be the same as those for the proposed project, including annual number, type and timing of games/events at the event center, site employment, and proposed implementation of a Transportation Management Plan. Moreover, proposed construction characteristics would be the same as the proposed project, including proposed depth of construction, construction techniques, construction equipment, construction employment, and construction duration.


Insert Figure 8-1







Insert Figure 8-2






8.3 	Impact Evaluation


In essentially all respects, the Third Street Plaza Variant would have the same environmental impacts as those identified for the proposed project in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and in Chapters 4 and 5 of this SEIR. The environmental analyses contained and focused out in the Initial Study—Land Use, Aesthetics, Population and Housing, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Recreation, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Mineral/Energy Resources, and Agricultural and Forest Resources—apply identically to the Third Street Plaza Variant as they do to the proposed project because the minor design modifications at the Third Street Plaza would not affect any of the identified effects on these resource areas. All identified mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would also apply to the Third Street Plaza Variant. Therefore, no further analyses of these topics is required. 


The discussion in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant the same as it does to the proposed project because, again, the minor design modifications at the Third Street Plaza would not alter the discussion of consistency with applicable plans and policies. The same design and development controls identified for the proposed project would apply to the variant. When compared to the proposed project, the minor design modifications under the variant would not affect the design controls related to height, towers, bulk, streetwalls, setback, parking, or loading. Therefore, Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, also applies to the Third Street Variant, and no further discussion is required.


Furthermore, the impact analyses in Chapter 5 with respect to Noise and Vibration, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Shadow, Utilities and Service Systems, Public Services, and Hydrology and Water Quality also apply identically to the Third Street Plaza Variant as they do to the proposed project, and the same mitigation and improvement measures apply. The minor design modifications associated with the Third Street Plaza Variant would not change any of the underlying assumption used in the impact analyses for these resource areas.  All assumptions, conditions, setting, impacts, and mitigation measures would be the exactly the same as those identified in Chapter 5 for all of these resource areas, and therefore, all of these sections of Chapter 5 also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant, and no further discussion is required.


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant with respect to all aspects of the setting, approach to analysis, impacts, and mitigation and improvement measures. None of the minor design modifications would affect the assumptions used for analyses of traffic, transit, loading, emergency access, or helipad safety under any of the scenarios analyzed. While the modified design of the Main Plazas could result in minor changes to pedestrian and bicycle access to the site from the west side, none of these changes would substantially affect the impact analyses and significance determinations for pedestrians and bicyclists presented in Section 5.2 and no further analysis is required. 


The only substantive change in the Third Street Plaza Variant design relevant to the Transportation and Circulation section would be the reduction of on-site parking spaces by 50 to 75 spaces. The reduction in parking supply may result in some drivers seeking parking in other nearby parking facilities, or on-street, during the midday period when parking demand peaks. This effect, however, would not substantially affect the intersection analysis for the analysis hours because ___________________. when parking demand associated with the project uses is lower. and would be accommodated within the on-site supply or in adjacent parking facilities.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Do we have some way to explain how this fits within an existing confidence interval for the traffic analysis? In other words, why is the potential relocation of 50-75 cars considered below the threshold where assignments and analysis would change? It would help to cite to something here.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I agree there wouldn’t be a major impact on intersection analysis, but framing it in terms of parking demand gets confusing with the following paragraph. See above and below.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Seems inconsistent with the next paragraph, especially “The unmet parking demand….areawide parking conditions”


The reduction in parking supply would result in the parking demand exceeding the project variant parking supply during the weekday midday period for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game event. By contrast, the proposed project would result in , compared to the parking demand exceeding the proposed project parking supply during the weekday midday period , compared to only for the Convention Event scenario for the proposed project. . During the weekday midday period the unmet parking demand would be between 17 and 42 spaces for the No Event scenario (compared to none for the proposed project), would be between 874 and 899 for the Convention Event scenario (compared to 824 for the proposed project), and would be between 40 and 65 for the Basketball Game scenario (compared to none for the proposed project). In addition, during the weekday and Saturday evenings, the on-site unmet parking demand would increase for the Basketball Game scenario by 50 to 75 spaces. The unmet parking demand would be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or in on-street spaces, and would not substantially affect areawide parking conditions.  See Appendix TR. Parking information is presented for informational purposes, since consistent with SB 743 (see Chapter 2, Introduction), parking effects are not considered significant impacts under CEQA for the proposed project or the variant. 


Therefore, the only resource area with potentially different environmental effects from the proposed project is Wind, discussed below. Please see Chapter 5, Section 5.6, for a description of the existing wind conditions and the significance criterion and methodology used in the impact analysis below.


Wind


Wind Hazards at Off-site Public Areas


Impact V-WS-1: The variant would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas. (Less than Significant)


The proposed variant would include development of an event center, office and retail buildings, and other structures that would have the potential to alter winds off-site, including at pedestrian use areas such as public walkways and public open space in the variant vicinity. 


A wind tunnel test was conducted to define the pedestrian wind environment that currently exists, and to determine future wind conditions on public use areas around the variant site with implementation of the variant. Table 8-1 presents the wind analysis results, namely the 10-percent exceeded equivalent wind speeds and the number of hours per year the wind hazard criterion would be exceeded at 46 off-site study test points located on public walkways along the site perimeter and vicinity for the existing and existing-plus-variant wind scenarios. Figure 8-3 presents a map showing the location of the off-site wind test points, including the location of wind hazards for the existing-plus-variant scenario.


Insert Table 5.6-1
Existing Plus Variant Wind Hazard Conditions
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Insert Figure 8-3
Existing Plus Variant Wind Hazard Conditions	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Should we also include the Existing Conditions plan view, or the Cumulative + Variant?



Existing Wind Hazard Conditions. Under existing conditions, the wind hazard criterion is exceeded at seven test locations on public walkways in the project vicinity. Currently, five test locations with wind hazards occur along 16th Street at test points adjacent to, across the street from, or upwind of the project site, one wind hazard location occurs along Gene Friend Way upwind of the project site, and one wind hazard location occurs on South Street adjacent to the project site. The total duration of the existing wind hazards at the seven locations on public walkways in the project vicinity is 106 hours per year, with 101 of those hours occurring at the five test points along 16th Street.


Existing-Plus-Variant Wind Hazard Conditions at Off-site Public Use Areas. Development of the variant would alter wind speeds among individual study test points at off-site public walkways. Under existing-plus-variant conditions, the total net number of off-site study test points at which wind speed would exceed the wind hazard criterion would be reduced from seven to five. There would also be a net decrease in the total duration of wind hazards on the off-site public walkways in the variant vicinity, decreasing from 106 hours per year under existing conditions to 92 hours per year under existing-plus-variant conditions (a decrease of 14 hours per year).


When considering individual wind test points, the variant would result in the following changes to the wind environment in the variant vicinity compared to existing conditions (see Figure 8-2 for test point locations):


· Create new exceedances of the wind hazard criterion at two test points: at the southeast corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 6: 22 hours per year); and on the north side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way across from the project site (Test Point No. 50: 3 hours per year); 


· Increase the duration of two existing wind hazard exceedances: at the southeast corner of 16th Street and Illinois Street (Test Point No. 99: 9 hour increase per year); and at the southwest corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 106: 2 hour increase per year);


· Decrease the duration of one existing wind hazard: on 16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets (Test Point No. 105: 27 hour decrease per year) and


· Eliminate four existing exceedances of the wind hazard criterion: at the northwest corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 1: 13 hours eliminated per year); at the northeast corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 7: 6 hours eliminated per year); on South Street adjacent to the site (Test Point No. 54: 3 hours eliminated per year); and on Gene Friend Way adjacent to UCSF Hearst Tower (Test Point No. 103: 1 hour eliminated per year).


It should be noted that the wind test results indicate that under existing-plus-variant conditions, no wind hazard exceedances would occur on public walkways located on the east side of the project site. Furthermore, it can also be inferred from the wind test data that the variant would not cause a new wind hazard within the planned Bayfront Park.	Comment by Whit Manley: Please explain briefly the basis for this inference. 


In summary, the variant would result in a net decrease in the total duration of the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways in the variant vicinity. Consequently, the variant would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas, and accordingly, the impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Proposed Project	Comment by Whit Manley: This insert is based on the conclusion that MM M-WS-1 will substantially lessen the wind hazard impact for the proposed project.  The aim is to make clear that, as mitigated, the proposed project is equivalent to the variant, although the variant does not require mitigation.


The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways in the project vicinity. Consequently, the project would alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas, and accordingly, the impact would be significant. Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 – Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Project Off-site Wind Hazards – would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.  The variant, by contrast, would not result in significant impacts with respect to the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways, and therefore does not require mitigation.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, under Summary of Impacts in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR reported that proposed buildings 100 feet or higher could generate pedestrian-level wind effects, including increased wind speeds and turbulence. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure D.7, which required wind review, including wind tunnel testing, of proposed structures over 100 feet in height, and provided for design-specific analysis of wind hazards and a basis to incorporate design modifications to reduce significant wind hazards, that Mission Bay plan wind impacts would be less than significant.


Consistent with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.7 (and the South Design for Development Wind Analysis standards), wind tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for the variant. As discussed above, variant wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas are determined be less than significant. As a result, the variant would not result in a substantially more severe significant wind impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Supplemental Information – Variant Wind Hazard Effects at On-site Publically Accessible Areas of Substantial Pedestrian Use


The variant would include a variety of privately-owned, publically accessible on-site plazas and exterior walkways that would be located throughout and at varying elevations on the variant site. These proposed publically accessible areas on the variant site would experience wind effects resulting from proposed on-site development and surrounding off-site development in the project vicinity. On-site publically accessible areas that may be subject to periods of high pedestrian use, particularly prior to and following games/events at the event center, include the following:


· Main Lower Plaza (0 feet el.), Main Upper Plaza (10 feet el.) and Approaches: This area includes the Main Lower Plaza, the elevated Main Upper Plaza and adjacent on-site pedestrian approaches from Third Street. The primary entrance to the event center is accessed via these plazas.


· Event Center North Side Pedestrian Path (10 to 26 feet el.): This proposed walkway would serve as the primary pedestrian pathway around the north side of the event center, and would connect the Third Street Plaza with the bayfront overlook. 


· Event Center Southwest Side Pedestrian Path (0 to 12 feet el.): This proposed walkway would provide pedestrian access around the southwest side of the event center, and provide access between 16th Street and the Third Street Plaza. 


· Southeast Plaza (0 feet el.): This proposed ground-level plaza would be located in the southeast corner of the project site. The secondary entrance to the event center is via this plaza. 


· Bayfront Overlook (26 feet el.): This elevated area is located on the east side of the site adjacent to the event center and would overlook the Bay. 


A discussion of potential wind effects at these on-site areas of substantial pedestrian use is presented herein for informational purposes only. 


Other outdoor areas within the variant site that may offer private and/or public pedestrian access, include the office and retail building podium roofs (90 foot el.), the food hall roof (41-foot el.), and the event center bayfront terrace (pedestrian deck at approximate 100-foot el.). However, since the event center and/or office and retail building operators would have greater access control over these site areas so as to be able to restrict pedestrian access in the event of hazardous windy conditions, potential variant wind effects at these specific areas are not discussed further.


Under existing-plus-variant conditions, two on-site study test points at the proposed event center on the north side pedestrian path would exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 24 hours per year. One of the Third Street approaches to Main Lower Plaza would also exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 9 hours per year.  No exceedances of the wind hazard criterion would occur at any of the other areas of substantial pedestrian use at the variant site.


Cumulative Impact— Wind


Wind Hazards at Off-site Public Areas


Impact V-C-WS-1: The variant, in combination with cumulative development, would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas. (Less than Significant)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future buildings 100 feet and taller within the variant vicinity would have the potential to result in localized wind effects that could be adverse. As part of the wind tunnel testing, one test was conducted to evaluate the pedestrian wind environment that would exist with the variant, in combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative development, on public use areas around the variant site. In the immediate variant vicinity, this included assumed cumulative development on currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3 and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the variant site, respectively. Development of the undeveloped portions of these blocks is considered reasonably foreseeable.  This scenario is consistent with the scenario used to analyze cumulative impacts for the proposed project.


Cumulative development would alter wind speeds among individual offsite study test points. The off-site wind hazards that would occur under cumulative-plus-variant conditions would be fewer than would occur under both existing conditions (reduced from 7 to 3) and existing-plus-variant conditions (reduced from 5 to 3). Furthermore, the duration of the wind hazards that would occur under cumulative-plus-variant conditions 23 hours – would be less than would occur under existing conditions (106 hours) and existing-plus-variant conditions (92 hours). Consequently, cumulative wind hazard impacts would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis. Consistent with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.7 (and the South Design for Development Wind Analysis standards), wind tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for both variant and cumulative conditions. As discussed above, cumulative impacts of wind hazards at off-site public areas would be less than significant. Therefore, the variant would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant cumulative wind hazard impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Supplemental Information – Cumulative Wind Hazard Effects at On-site Publically Accessible Areas of Substantial Pedestrian Use 


For reasons discussed above, wind effects on on-site publically accessible areas are not considered under a significance threshold; however, a discussion of potential cumulative wind effects at on-site areas of substantial pedestrian use is presented herein for informational purposes only. 	Comment by Whit Manley: There is no discussion above why this is not considered a CEQA issue.  Please insert explanation why this is not a CEQA issue.  

Note that this same issue arises in Chapter 5.6 Wind and Shadow.  The text states on-site publicly accessible  areas do not raise a CEQA issue, but the text does not explain why that’s true.


Under cumulative-plus-variant conditions, one on-site study test point on the event center north side pedestrian path would exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 12 hours; however, this would be less than the total duration of the exceedances that would occur on this pedestrian path under existing-plus-variant conditions (24 hours). No exceedances of the wind hazard criterion would occur at any of the other areas of substantial pedestrian use at the variant site. 


8.4 	Other CEQA Issues and Alternatives


As indicated above, the impact analysis for the proposed project, with the exception of the Wind section, applies equally to the Third Street Plaza Variant. Therefore, in addition to the impact evaluation for the resource topics covered in Chapter 5, the discussion of other CEQA issues in Chapter 6 also applies to the variant; these topics include growth inducing impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, effects found not to be significant, irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, and areas of known controversy and issues to be resolved. Furthermore, because implementation of the Third Street Plaza Variant would result in the same significant impacts as the proposed project—with the exception of the wind hazard impact as described above— the alternatives analysis presented in Chapter 7 of this SEIR also applies to the variant and no further analysis is required.	Comment by Whit Manley: The point here should be that there is no difference in the significant and unavoidable impacts under the project variant. As noted in our first comment in this chapter, both neither the project or the variant would result in a significant and unavoidable wind impact.  
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Third Street Plaza Variant




 




8.1




 




Overview




 




The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include 




environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 




and 5, respectively. The 




project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the 




proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29




-




32, with all of the same 




objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approval




s as 




the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of 




detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California 




Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, should this v




ariant be selected for approval. 




It 




should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that 




would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project.




 




Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for 




the description and ana




lysis of CEQA alternatives.




 




The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the 




project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right




-




of




-




way, and 68.75 feet 




in width along the Campus Way axi




s.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval 




from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to 




vacate 




this on




-




site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of 




accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the 




Adjacent 




Parcels Design Standards
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of the




 




view easement. Accordingly, this variant 




avoids any above




-




grade 




structural development within the boundary of the on




-




site UCSF view easement, with the 




exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below. 
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project 




variant 




characteristics; 




and Section




 




8.3 presents the environmental 




impacts of the project variant.  
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Third Street Plaza Variant Description




 




Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of design, uses, programming, construction, and 




operation would be identical to that of the propo




sed project with one exception: the area of the 




proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the 




design standards




 




of the
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Amended and Restated Declaration and Agreement of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for




 




the UCSF 
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00.
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Third Street Plaza Variant 



8.1 Overview 



The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include 



environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 



and 5, respectively. The project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the 



proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, with all of the same 



objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approvals as 



the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of 



detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California 



Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, should this variant be selected for approval. It 



should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that 



would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project. Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for 



the description and analysis of CEQA alternatives. 



The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the 



project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right-of-way, and 68.75 feet 



in width along the Campus Way axis.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval 



from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to vacate this on-



site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of 



accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the Adjacent 
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 of the view easement. Accordingly, this variant avoids any above-grade 



structural development within the boundary of the on-site UCSF view easement, with the 



exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below.  



Section 8.2 presents the project variant characteristics; and Section 8.3 presents the environmental 



impacts of the project variant.   



8.2 Third Street Plaza Variant Description 



Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of design, uses, programming, construction, and 



operation would be identical to that of the proposed project with one exception: the area of the 



proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the design standards of the 
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Jose Farran; Joyce Hsiao; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Re: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 2:17:32 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_AMV LCW JIF.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Adam
Jose and I reviewed your comments, and attached are responses to your comments. 
We also clarified some of the edits that you made.


On a related topic, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service 
during Overlapping Events was assumed by us to be feasible because it would 
replace some of the additional light rail transit service with bus service instead (i.e., 
the same additional light rail service can't be provided to serve both AT&T Park and 
the event center at the same time). Based on my discussion last month with Julie 
Kirschbaum, the service required during the large overlapping events would 
generally be within the TSP budget, but I do not have that in writing anywhere. 


Bill Wycko has indicated that in order to assert that during overlapping events that 
transit impacts would be less than significant with this mitigation, we need to have 
confirmation that the additional transit service can and would be provided.  Is there 
a way to incorporate that into the TSP letter? That is - to specifically state that 
service during the large overlapping events is included in the TSP costs.


Would you be able to confirm with SFMTA and have this added to the letter?  If 
SFMTA feels that the Mitigation Measure is not feasible, then we would need to 
revise the impact determination from "less than significant with mitigation" to 
"significant and unavoidable with mitigation".


Thank you,



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were proposing an additional VMS on 101 NB.


THAT IS NOT PART OF THE TMP. PUTTING A VMS REQUIRES COORDINATION WITH AND APPROVAL BY CALTRANS. IT WAS DECIDED THAT THAT WAS SOMETHING THAT THE CITY WOULD PURSUE.  IT IS IN THE MITIGATION MEASURE.



As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events
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· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), and the Third Street bridge is typically congested following a SF Giant game, event center attendees would generally be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the west and north via Seventh Street. Some vehicles, depending on where they are parked, would access Seventh Street via Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive. and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 	Comment by Adam VandeWater: UCSF has also requested field monitoring after significant events (completion of SWL337  or Pier 70, say).

NOT PART OF TMP. DO YOU WANT THE TMP TO BE REVISED?  NEED TO CHECK WITH SPONSOR.  Both SWL 337 and PIER 70 are long-term projects that will be built sequentially and will take years to complete.  UCSF request means monitoring over the next 10 to 15 years.  City needs to check with sponsor.




The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back tospill back from the eastbound left turn pocket on 16th Street into the intersection with or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: Is this supposed to say Third St?  Doesn’t make sense as written.

IT DOES MAKE SENSE. DON’T WANT CARS FROM ENTERING THE GARAGE TO QUEUE ON 16TH STREET SO AFFECTS OPERATION OF THE INTERSECTION OF THIRD/16TH. WORDIN REVISED.



· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to this policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. 


· Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures








OCII Case No. XXXXXX	117	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-104	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-105	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:45] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [45: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:46] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [46: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731507]Insert Figure 5.2-20
Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were adding 4 additional PCOs for a total of 21, not 6 additional.  Need to double check against TSP.

ALL SIX INTERSECTIONS DO NOT OPERATE AT LOS E OR LOS F FOR THE SAME ANALYSIS HOURS, SO DON’T NEED SIX ADDITIONAL PCOS.  THE FOUR ADDITIONAL PCOS WERE BASED ON THE IMPACTS FROM THE FIRST DRAFT. IT IS OK TO KEEP AT FOUR ADDITIONAL.





Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:47] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [47: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:49] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [49: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:50] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [50: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





[bookmark: _Toc412731509]Insert Figure 5.2-22
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:51] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [51: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:52] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:53] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [52: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [53: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:54], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [54: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:55] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [55: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.
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Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:56] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [56:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:57] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [57:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:58] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [58:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:59] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [59:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:60] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [61:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:62] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [63:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:67] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [67:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:70] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [70:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:71],[footnoteRef:72] [71:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [72:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:73] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [73:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision





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


(c) 415-385-7031







On May 15, 2015, at 5:32 PM, Joyce Hsiao <joyce@orionenvironment.com> wrote:



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



-------- Forwarded Message --------			Subject:			RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV


			Date:			Fri, 15 May 2015 22:02:30 +0000


			From:			Van de Water, Adam (ECN) <adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>


			To:			Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com>, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com>, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>, Bollinger, Brett (CPC)<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, Reilly, Catherine (ADM) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Paul Mitchell<PMitchell@esassoc.com>


			CC:			WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com <WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com>, Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com) <mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com>, David Kelly <DKelly@warriors.com>, Sekhri, Neil <NSekhri@gibsondunn.com>







Here are a few Transportation chapter comments.  

Adam
 
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV


 
Final comments from GSW. Please replace my earlier submittal for Noise with the attached document which merges multiple GSW comments on this chapter.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 
From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:42 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III


 
Final comments available at links below:
 
·         Air Quality
o   No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o   (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)
 
Thanks all.
Kate
 
			Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst



			510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)



			kaufhauser@warriors.com
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			website | tickets | app | social | find us



			SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year






 

 
From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II


 
Please see additional comments at links below.
 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)
 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
			Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst



			510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)



			kaufhauser@warriors.com
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			website | tickets | app | social | find us



			SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year






 

 
From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I


 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked below:
 
·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)
 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)
 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
			Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst



			510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)



			kaufhauser@warriors.com



			<Mail Attachment.png>



			website | tickets | app | social | find us



			SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Jonathan Carey
Subject: SEIR Plans and Policies, OCII info request on leasable sq ft
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 4:13:40 PM


Hi Catherine,
We're ready to finalize the Plans and Policies chapter of the SEIR, but we need final
confirmation from you regarding the most up-to-date information on the leasable
square feet.  Specifically, we need the following info from you:


(A)   The December 2014 Major Phase Application indicated that there are
1,044,636 leasable square feet of mixed use office, research and
development, and light industrial use space remaining in the South
Redevelopment Plan “Zone A.”  In OCII comments on ADEIR Draft 1A,
OCII highlighted this figure to be confirmed prior to publication of Draft
EIR.  Do 1,044,636 leasable square feet of space remain undeveloped? 
Or have other development projects reduced this figure below 1,044,636?


 (B)   Similarly, the December 2014 Major Phase Application indicated that
the proposed project would result in 40,400 leasable square feet of
neighborhood-serving retail space.  Per OCII comments on ADEIR Draft
1A, this figure was highlighted to be confirmed prior to publication of
Draft EIR. Does the proposed project still include 40,400 leasable square
feet of neighborhood-serving retail space?


Can you please either respond in writing to this email or bring the
response with you to tomorrow's work session at ESA?


Thank you!
Joyce


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



mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy


(mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Sekhri, Neil; Whit Manley (WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com); David Kelly
Subject: Variant Chapter - Sponsor Comments
Date: Monday, May 25, 2015 10:05:37 AM
Attachments: image001.png


8_Third Street Project Variant_GSW MB ADSEIR 3_GSW+Strada+RMM+GDC_Comment.docx


Combined sponsor comments on the Variant chapter are attached. Thanks.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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8. Third Street Plaza Variant


8. Third Street Plaza Variant


[bookmark: _GoBack]CHAPTER 8


[bookmark: Proj_Desc][bookmark: II_Proj_Desc]Third Street Plaza Variant


8.1 Overview


The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 and 5, respectively. The project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, with all of the same objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approvals as the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, should this variant be selected for approval. It should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project. Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for the description and analysis of CEQA alternatives.	Comment by Whit Manley: The current version of the alternatives chapter states that the variant would reduce a significant and unavoidable impact of the project: wind impacts.  As we note in our comments on the alternatives chapter, if the wind chapter has been revised to conclude that the impact is less than significant with mitigation, then this statement is appropriate.  If the wind chapter has not been revised, however, then this statement should be revisited, in that the variant would avoid an SU impact of the project and, in that sense, the variant would instead qualify as an alternative (and the City would arguably be obliged to adopt it unless for some reason it is infeasible).


The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right-of-way, and 68.75 feet in width along the Campus Way axis.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to terminate vacate this on-site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the Adjacent Parcels Design Standards[footnoteRef:2] of the view easement. Accordingly, this variant avoids any above-grade structural development within the boundary of the on-site UCSF view easement, with the exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below.  [2:  	Amended and Restated Declaration and Agreement of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for the UCSF Mission Bay Campus dated 6/24/99, and recorded 7/19/99 as Instrument No. 99-G622193-00.] 



Section 8.2 presents the project variant characteristics; and Section 8.3 presents the environmental impacts of the project variant.  


8.2	Third Street Plaza Variant Description


Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of design, uses, programming, construction, and operation would be identical to that of the proposed project with one exception: the area of the proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the design standards of the UCSF view easement on the project site. Consequently, the area of the project site within the view easement would be part of a proposed at-grade “Main Lower Plaza” with no above-grade structural development (i.e., there would be no elevated plaza or “gatehouse” building within the view easement as is proposed under the project).  Figure 8-1 presents a proposed conceptual site plan for the variant; Figure 8-2 presents a west building elevation for the variant, looking east from Third Street. The Main Lower Plaza would contain a large open paved area for passive recreational use.  The Main Lower Plaza would also contain appropriate subgrade utilities and design features to allow for a variety of temporary alternate at-grade uses, such as an ice rink, NBA basketball court, and/or movie seating.  


The gatehouse building along Third Street that is included in the proposed project would be relocated to the north, outside the view easement, just off the northwest corner of the variant's Main Lower Plaza.  The gatehouse building for the variant would also be smaller in size than the gatehouse building for the proposed project (4,150 gsf vs. 11,550 gsf), although it would be four feet taller (42 feet agl vs. 38 feet agl). 


An elevated plaza (“Main Upper Plaza”) would extend around the outside of the north, east and south boundaries of the Main Lower Plaza. Several stairways and a series of landscaped terraces would provide pedestrian access, seating, and a visual transition between the Main Lower Plaza and Main Upper Plaza.  The Main Upper Plaza, similar to the elevated plaza of the proposed project, would provide pedestrian access to the main event center entrance, the plaza entrances of the office and retail buildings, and the event center exterior perimeter walkways.  


Similar to the proposed project, the variant would provide three levels of enclosed, on-site parking (two below grade: Lower Parking Levels 1 and 2, and one at street level: Upper Parking Level). However, since because the variant would contain a smaller elevated plaza in which to enclose parking on the Upper Parking Level, it would provide less total on-site parking than the proposed project (875 to 900 parking spaces under the variant vs. 950 parking spaces under the proposed project, or 50 to 75 fewer parking spaces). As under the proposed project, the sponsor would also use 132 existing off-site parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage to provide additional parking to serve the project employees. Proposed on-site loading spaces of the variant would be identical to that of the proposed project.


All other respects of the Third Street Plaza Variant design would be the same as the proposed project, including meeting LEED® Gold standards; total building square footage; number of above- and below-grade levels; building shapes, heights and massing; event center seating capacity; open space area; pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle facilities and access points; pervious/impervious surfaces; and utilities.  All operational aspects of the Third Street Plaza Variant would also be the same as those for the proposed project, including annual number, type and timing of games/events at the event center, site employment, and proposed implementation of a Transportation Management Plan. Moreover, proposed construction characteristics would be the same as the proposed project, including proposed depth of construction, construction techniques, construction equipment, construction employment, and construction duration.


Insert Figure 8-1







Insert Figure 8-2






8.3 	Impact Evaluation


In essentially all respects, the Third Street Plaza Variant would have the same environmental impacts as those identified for the proposed project in the Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and in Chapters 4 and 5 of this SEIR. The environmental analyses contained and focused out in the Initial Study—Land Use, Aesthetics, Population and Housing, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Recreation, Biological Resources, Geology and Soils, Hazards/Hazardous Materials, Mineral/Energy Resources, and Agricultural and Forest Resources—apply identically to the Third Street Plaza Variant as they do to the proposed project because the minor design modifications at the Third Street Plaza would not affect any of the identified effects on these resource areas. All identified mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would also apply to the Third Street Plaza Variant. Therefore, no further analyses of these topics is required. 


The discussion in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant the same as it does to the proposed project because, again, the minor design modifications at the Third Street Plaza would not alter the discussion of consistency with applicable plans and policies. The same design and development controls identified for the proposed project would apply to the variant. When compared to the proposed project, the minor design modifications under the variant would not affect the design controls related to height, towers, bulk, streetwalls, setback, parking, or loading. Therefore, Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, also applies to the Third Street Variant, and no further discussion is required.


Furthermore, the impact analyses in Chapter 5 with respect to Noise and Vibration, Air Quality, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, Shadow, Utilities and Service Systems, Public Services, and Hydrology and Water Quality also apply identically to the Third Street Plaza Variant as they do to the proposed project, and the same mitigation and improvement measures apply. The minor design modifications associated with the Third Street Plaza Variant would not change any of the underlying assumption used in the impact analyses for these resource areas.  All assumptions, conditions, setting, impacts, and mitigation measures would be the exactly the same as those identified in Chapter 5 for all of these resource areas, and therefore, all of these sections of Chapter 5 also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant, and no further discussion is required.


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation also applies to the Third Street Plaza Variant with respect to all aspects of the setting, approach to analysis, impacts, and mitigation and improvement measures. None of the minor design modifications would affect the assumptions used for analyses of traffic, transit, loading, emergency access, or helipad safety under any of the scenarios analyzed. While the modified design of the Main Plazas could result in minor changes to pedestrian and bicycle access to the site from the west side, none of these changes would substantially affect the impact analyses and significance determinations for pedestrians and bicyclists presented in Section 5.2 and no further analysis is required. 


The only substantive change in the Third Street Plaza Variant design relevant to the Transportation and Circulation section would be the reduction of on-site parking spaces by 50 to 75 spaces. The reduction in parking supply may result in some drivers seeking parking in other nearby parking facilities, or on-street, during the midday period when parking demand peaks. This effect, however, would not substantially affect the intersection analysis for the analysis hours because ___________________. when parking demand associated with the project uses is lower. and would be accommodated within the on-site supply or in adjacent parking facilities.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Do we have some way to explain how this fits within an existing confidence interval for the traffic analysis? In other words, why is the potential relocation of 50-75 cars considered below the threshold where assignments and analysis would change? It would help to cite to something here.  	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I agree there wouldn’t be a major impact on intersection analysis, but framing it in terms of parking demand gets confusing with the following paragraph. See above and below.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Seems inconsistent with the next paragraph, especially “The unmet parking demand….areawide parking conditions”


The reduction in parking supply would result in the parking demand exceeding the project variant parking supply during the weekday midday period for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game event. By contrast, the proposed project would result in , compared to the parking demand exceeding the proposed project parking supply during the weekday midday period , compared to only for the Convention Event scenario for the proposed project. . During the weekday midday period the unmet parking demand would be between 17 and 42 spaces for the No Event scenario (compared to none for the proposed project), would be between 874 and 899 for the Convention Event scenario (compared to 824 for the proposed project), and would be between 40 and 65 for the Basketball Game scenario (compared to none for the proposed project). In addition, during the weekday and Saturday evenings, the on-site unmet parking demand would increase for the Basketball Game scenario by 50 to 75 spaces. The unmet parking demand would be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or in on-street spaces, and would not substantially affect areawide parking conditions.  See Appendix TR. Parking information is presented for informational purposes, since consistent with SB 743 (see Chapter 2, Introduction), parking effects are not considered significant impacts under CEQA for the proposed project or the variant. 


Therefore, the only resource area with potentially different environmental effects from the proposed project is Wind, discussed below. Please see Chapter 5, Section 5.6, for a description of the existing wind conditions and the significance criterion and methodology used in the impact analysis below.


Wind


Wind Hazards at Off-site Public Areas


Impact V-WS-1: The variant would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas. (Less than Significant)


The proposed variant would include development of an event center, office and retail buildings, and other structures that would have the potential to alter winds off-site, including at pedestrian use areas such as public walkways and public open space in the variant vicinity. 


A wind tunnel test was conducted to define the pedestrian wind environment that currently exists, and to determine future wind conditions on public use areas around the variant site with implementation of the variant. Table 8-1 presents the wind analysis results, namely the 10-percent exceeded equivalent wind speeds and the number of hours per year the wind hazard criterion would be exceeded at 46 off-site study test points located on public walkways along the site perimeter and vicinity for the existing and existing-plus-variant wind scenarios. Figure 8-3 presents a map showing the location of the off-site wind test points, including the location of wind hazards for the existing-plus-variant scenario.


Insert Table 5.6-1
Existing Plus Variant Wind Hazard Conditions
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Insert Figure 8-3
Existing Plus Variant Wind Hazard Conditions	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Should we also include the Existing Conditions plan view, or the Cumulative + Variant?



Existing Wind Hazard Conditions. Under existing conditions, the wind hazard criterion is exceeded at seven test locations on public walkways in the project vicinity. Currently, five test locations with wind hazards occur along 16th Street at test points adjacent to, across the street from, or upwind of the project site, one wind hazard location occurs along Gene Friend Way upwind of the project site, and one wind hazard location occurs on South Street adjacent to the project site. The total duration of the existing wind hazards at the seven locations on public walkways in the project vicinity is 106 hours per year, with 101 of those hours occurring at the five test points along 16th Street.


Existing-Plus-Variant Wind Hazard Conditions at Off-site Public Use Areas. Development of the variant would alter wind speeds among individual study test points at off-site public walkways. Under existing-plus-variant conditions, the total net number of off-site study test points at which wind speed would exceed the wind hazard criterion would be reduced from seven to five. There would also be a net decrease in the total duration of wind hazards on the off-site public walkways in the variant vicinity, decreasing from 106 hours per year under existing conditions to 92 hours per year under existing-plus-variant conditions (a decrease of 14 hours per year).


When considering individual wind test points, the variant would result in the following changes to the wind environment in the variant vicinity compared to existing conditions (see Figure 8-2 for test point locations):


· Create new exceedances of the wind hazard criterion at two test points: at the southeast corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 6: 22 hours per year); and on the north side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way across from the project site (Test Point No. 50: 3 hours per year); 


· Increase the duration of two existing wind hazard exceedances: at the southeast corner of 16th Street and Illinois Street (Test Point No. 99: 9 hour increase per year); and at the southwest corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 106: 2 hour increase per year);


· Decrease the duration of one existing wind hazard: on 16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets (Test Point No. 105: 27 hour decrease per year) and


· Eliminate four existing exceedances of the wind hazard criterion: at the northwest corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 1: 13 hours eliminated per year); at the northeast corner of Third Street and 16th Street (Test Point No. 7: 6 hours eliminated per year); on South Street adjacent to the site (Test Point No. 54: 3 hours eliminated per year); and on Gene Friend Way adjacent to UCSF Hearst Tower (Test Point No. 103: 1 hour eliminated per year).


It should be noted that the wind test results indicate that under existing-plus-variant conditions, no wind hazard exceedances would occur on public walkways located on the east side of the project site. Furthermore, it can also be inferred from the wind test data that the variant would not cause a new wind hazard within the planned Bayfront Park.	Comment by Whit Manley: Please explain briefly the basis for this inference. 


In summary, the variant would result in a net decrease in the total duration of the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways in the variant vicinity. Consequently, the variant would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas, and accordingly, the impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Proposed Project	Comment by Whit Manley: This insert is based on the conclusion that MM M-WS-1 will substantially lessen the wind hazard impact for the proposed project.  The aim is to make clear that, as mitigated, the proposed project is equivalent to the variant, although the variant does not require mitigation.


The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways in the project vicinity. Consequently, the project would alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas, and accordingly, the impact would be significant. Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 – Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Project Off-site Wind Hazards – would reduce this impact to less than significant levels.  The variant, by contrast, would not result in significant impacts with respect to the wind hazard exceedance at off-site public walkways, and therefore does not require mitigation.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, under Summary of Impacts in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR reported that proposed buildings 100 feet or higher could generate pedestrian-level wind effects, including increased wind speeds and turbulence. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measure D.7, which required wind review, including wind tunnel testing, of proposed structures over 100 feet in height, and provided for design-specific analysis of wind hazards and a basis to incorporate design modifications to reduce significant wind hazards, that Mission Bay plan wind impacts would be less than significant.


Consistent with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.7 (and the South Design for Development Wind Analysis standards), wind tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for the variant. As discussed above, variant wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas are determined be less than significant. As a result, the variant would not result in a substantially more severe significant wind impact than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Supplemental Information – Variant Wind Hazard Effects at On-site Publically Accessible Areas of Substantial Pedestrian Use


The variant would include a variety of privately-owned, publically accessible on-site plazas and exterior walkways that would be located throughout and at varying elevations on the variant site. These proposed publically accessible areas on the variant site would experience wind effects resulting from proposed on-site development and surrounding off-site development in the project vicinity. On-site publically accessible areas that may be subject to periods of high pedestrian use, particularly prior to and following games/events at the event center, include the following:


· Main Lower Plaza (0 feet el.), Main Upper Plaza (10 feet el.) and Approaches: This area includes the Main Lower Plaza, the elevated Main Upper Plaza and adjacent on-site pedestrian approaches from Third Street. The primary entrance to the event center is accessed via these plazas.


· Event Center North Side Pedestrian Path (10 to 26 feet el.): This proposed walkway would serve as the primary pedestrian pathway around the north side of the event center, and would connect the Third Street Plaza with the bayfront overlook. 


· Event Center Southwest Side Pedestrian Path (0 to 12 feet el.): This proposed walkway would provide pedestrian access around the southwest side of the event center, and provide access between 16th Street and the Third Street Plaza. 


· Southeast Plaza (0 feet el.): This proposed ground-level plaza would be located in the southeast corner of the project site. The secondary entrance to the event center is via this plaza. 


· Bayfront Overlook (26 feet el.): This elevated area is located on the east side of the site adjacent to the event center and would overlook the Bay. 


A discussion of potential wind effects at these on-site areas of substantial pedestrian use is presented herein for informational purposes only. 


Other outdoor areas within the variant site that may offer private and/or public pedestrian access, include the office and retail building podium roofs (90 foot el.), the food hall roof (41-foot el.), and the event center bayfront terrace (pedestrian deck at approximate 100-foot el.). However, since the event center and/or office and retail building operators would have greater access control over these site areas so as to be able to restrict pedestrian access in the event of hazardous windy conditions, potential variant wind effects at these specific areas are not discussed further.


Under existing-plus-variant conditions, two on-site study test points at the proposed event center on the north side pedestrian path would exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 24 hours per year. One of the Third Street approaches to Main Lower Plaza would also exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 9 hours per year.  No exceedances of the wind hazard criterion would occur at any of the other areas of substantial pedestrian use at the variant site.


Cumulative Impact— Wind


Wind Hazards at Off-site Public Areas


Impact V-C-WS-1: The variant, in combination with cumulative development, would not alter wind in a manner that would substantially affect off-site public areas. (Less than Significant)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future buildings 100 feet and taller within the variant vicinity would have the potential to result in localized wind effects that could be adverse. As part of the wind tunnel testing, one test was conducted to evaluate the pedestrian wind environment that would exist with the variant, in combination with reasonably foreseeable cumulative development, on public use areas around the variant site. In the immediate variant vicinity, this included assumed cumulative development on currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3 and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the variant site, respectively. Development of the undeveloped portions of these blocks is considered reasonably foreseeable.  This scenario is consistent with the scenario used to analyze cumulative impacts for the proposed project.


Cumulative development would alter wind speeds among individual offsite study test points. The off-site wind hazards that would occur under cumulative-plus-variant conditions would be fewer than would occur under both existing conditions (reduced from 7 to 3) and existing-plus-variant conditions (reduced from 5 to 3). Furthermore, the duration of the wind hazards that would occur under cumulative-plus-variant conditions 23 hours – would be less than would occur under existing conditions (106 hours) and existing-plus-variant conditions (92 hours). Consequently, cumulative wind hazard impacts would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact WS-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis. Consistent with Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.7 (and the South Design for Development Wind Analysis standards), wind tunnel testing and analysis was conducted for both variant and cumulative conditions. As discussed above, cumulative impacts of wind hazards at off-site public areas would be less than significant. Therefore, the variant would not result in any new or substantially more severe significant cumulative wind hazard impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Supplemental Information – Cumulative Wind Hazard Effects at On-site Publically Accessible Areas of Substantial Pedestrian Use 


For reasons discussed above, wind effects on on-site publically accessible areas are not considered under a significance threshold; however, a discussion of potential cumulative wind effects at on-site areas of substantial pedestrian use is presented herein for informational purposes only. 	Comment by Whit Manley: There is no discussion above why this is not considered a CEQA issue.  Please insert explanation why this is not a CEQA issue.  

Note that this same issue arises in Chapter 5.6 Wind and Shadow.  The text states on-site publicly accessible  areas do not raise a CEQA issue, but the text does not explain why that’s true.


Under cumulative-plus-variant conditions, one on-site study test point on the event center north side pedestrian path would exceed the wind hazard criterion, for a total of 12 hours; however, this would be less than the total duration of the exceedances that would occur on this pedestrian path under existing-plus-variant conditions (24 hours). No exceedances of the wind hazard criterion would occur at any of the other areas of substantial pedestrian use at the variant site. 


8.4 	Other CEQA Issues and Alternatives


As indicated above, the impact analysis for the proposed project, with the exception of the Wind section, applies equally to the Third Street Plaza Variant. Therefore, in addition to the impact evaluation for the resource topics covered in Chapter 5, the discussion of other CEQA issues in Chapter 6 also applies to the variant; these topics include growth inducing impacts, significant and unavoidable impacts, effects found not to be significant, irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, and areas of known controversy and issues to be resolved. Furthermore, because implementation of the Third Street Plaza Variant would result in the same significant impacts as the proposed project—with the exception of the wind hazard impact as described above— the alternatives analysis presented in Chapter 7 of this SEIR also applies to the variant and no further analysis is required.	Comment by Whit Manley: The point here should be that there is no difference in the significant and unavoidable impacts under the project variant. As noted in our first comment in this chapter, both neither the project or the variant would result in a significant and unavoidable wind impact.  
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Third Street Plaza Variant
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Overview




 




The GSW Arena LLC (GSW), as the project sponsor, has requested that this SEIR include 




environmental analysis of a variant to the proposed project described and analyzed in Chapters 3 




and 5, respectively. The 




project variant, the Third Street Plaza Variant, is a minor variation of the 




proposed project at the same project site at Mission Bay Blocks 29




-




32, with all of the same 




objectives, background, and development controls, and with one exception, same approval




s as 




the proposed project. The Third Street Plaza Variant is analyzed in this SEIR at an equal level of 




detail as the proposed project, and therefore the variant analysis satisfies all California 




Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, should this v




ariant be selected for approval. 




It 




should be noted that the variant is not intended to be an alternative to the proposed project that 




would lessen or avoid environmental impacts of the project.




 




Please see Chapter 7 of this SEIR for 




the description and ana




lysis of CEQA alternatives.




 




The University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) currently maintains a view easement on the 




project site that extends 100 feet in length east from the Third Street right
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of




-




way, and 68.75 feet 




in width along the Campus Way axi




s.  As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, approval 




from the University of California would be required under the proposed project to 




vacate 




this on




-




site view easement. The Third Street Plaza Variant was developed with the goal of 




accommodating the proposed project design to the extent feasible while meeting the 




Adjacent 




Parcels Design Standards
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of the




 




view easement. Accordingly, this variant 




avoids any above
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grade 




structural development within the boundary of the on
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site UCSF view easement, with the 




exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below. 
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project 
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8.3 presents the environmental 




impacts of the project variant.  
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Third Street Plaza Variant Description




 




Under the Third Street Plaza Variant, all aspects of design, uses, programming, construction, and 




operation would be identical to that of the propo




sed project with one exception: the area of the 




proposed Third Street Plaza would be modified to be consistent with the 




design standards




 




of the
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Amended and Restated Declaration and Agreement of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions for




 




the UCSF 




Mission Bay Campus dated 6/24/99, and recorded 7/19/99 as Instrument No. 99
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G622193
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00.
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 of the view easement. Accordingly, this variant avoids any above-grade 



structural development within the boundary of the on-site UCSF view easement, with the 



exception of certain features allowed by the standards, as described below.  



Section 8.2 presents the project variant characteristics; and Section 8.3 presents the environmental 



impacts of the project variant.   
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Records Request - Mission Bay
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 9:11:42 AM
Attachments: Mission Bay Alliance - Public Records Act-Sunshine Request.pdf
Importance: High


 
 


From: Lamorena, Christine (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 12:36 PM
To: CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; Winslow, David (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Varat, Adam (CPC);
Wertheim, Steve (CPC); Navarrete, Joy (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Contreras, Andrea (CPC); Gygi,
Susan (CPC); Sider, Dan (CPC); Simi, Gina (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC)
Cc: CTYPLN - Record Request; Rahaim, John (CPC); Stacy, Kate (CAT)
Subject: Records Request - Mission Bay
Importance: High
 
Hi all –
 
You are included in this email because we believe you possess records related to the below request.
Disregard this email if it was sent to you in error.
 
We received a request for records related to Mission Bay – the GSW arena, Railyard Alternatives
and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study. The details of the request are in the attached PDF. Please
review the entire request.
 
In order to satisfy the request, please prepare and place all responsive digital records in the
following folder: I:\Record Requests\2015\PRR - Mission Bay - Bruce Spaulding - 051815 and all
responsive hard copy records on my desk (Room 530 - office behind Patricia & Margaret’s cubicles).
Digital records should be saved as PDFs.
 
All records are due ASAP, no later than COB, Tuesday, May 26.  
 
Use eMerge Account Code: COM05 for time used to prepare and respond to this request.
 
Please let me know once you’ve completed your part of the request and if there are other staff
members that should be included in this email.
 
 
Thanks for your help,
 
Christine Lamorena, AICP, LEED AP
Manager of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9085 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: christine.lamorena@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM): http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: ADSEIR2-MTA
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:24:39 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Chris and Paul, I copied you both with the 2 word documents that include revisions and comments
from MTA.  Again, I hope the second version of the document with Peter’s comments is more
helpful. 
 
Luba, I’m copying you here to let you know where things stand.  In addition to the direct revisions, I
wanted to simply share a few direct comments I received in emails, and also show where I have
outstanding comments/review. 
 
NAME PAGE WHAT RESPONSE
Annette
Williams


5.2-54 ·   Review language for footnote
#20


·   No response necessary


Peter 5.2-136,
154


·   Review language Note about
sponsor participation in TCC


 
·   Is the TCC the committee


who would coordinate with
Caltrain or other service
providers to increase service?
  I think so, but want to
confirm..
 


·   It might indeed be
appropriate to cite the
 Warriors as new members
of the BMBTCC.  As written,
I suggested in my comments
that this notice requirements
should include master
scheduling, even if GSW
don’t join BMBTCC.


 
·    In the sense that the


BMBTCC helps facilitate
master coordination with
regional providers and the
major venues, yes – but the
major venues themselves
should own the actual
scheduling efforts with
Caltrain and report back to
the BMBTCC. 
 


Transit 5.2-86-100 ·   Quick review to see that
methodology looks good to
you


·   Yet to receive response


Transit 5.2-149,
151


·   Pls Review ·   Yet to receive response


Transit 5.2-174 ·   Emergency vehicles are
allowed to use bus-only
lanes.  What about lightrail
ROW?


·   Per my discussion earlier
this week with Tom and
Ricardo, emergency vehicles
are only allowed in the right-
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of-way if their sirens are on.
Any deviation from this
needs to be reviewed at the
Director level. (Julie K)
 


Parking 5.2-54,
135, 136


·   Please review to confirm you
are comfortable with language


·   Received in document


Parking 5.2-259 ·   Ok with discussion of RPP? ·   Received in document
 


Hank, TDM 5.2-71-76 ·   Review to confirm you are
comfortable with contents and
language.  (May want to refer
to TMP for most recent TDM
measures in that document)


·   Yet to receive response 


 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 



http://www.sfmta.com/

https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets






From: Freeman, Craig
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Eickman, Kent (CWP); Webster, Leslie (CWP); Torrey, Irina (PUC)
Subject: Warriors - SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:40:12 AM
Attachments: SFPUC MBSPS Memo 2015-05-14 vFinal.pdf


Chris,
 
The attached memorandum from Kent Eickman, Technical Services Manager, WWE CSD, is in
response to OCII’s request for current information on MBSPS.  I’ll give you a call shortly in case you
have questions.
 
Separately, under Irina’s signature, I’ll transmit a small number of recommended minor text updates
for Section 5.9.   
 
Regards,
Craig
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Freeman, Craig
Cc: Van de Water, Adam
Subject: RE: SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary
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Wastewater Enterprise, Collection System Division
3801 Third Street, Suite 600



San Francisco, CA
T 415.695.7310
F 415.695.7388



DATE:  2015



TO: Chris Kern
Senior Planner, San Francisco Planning Department



FROM: Kent Eickman
Technical Services Manager



SUBJECT: Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station



San Francisco
Water Power Sewer
Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission



This memorandum provides summary information on hydraulic studies for
Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (MBSPS), including information from the
San Francisco Department of Public Work's (SFDPW) initial hydraulic
assessment completed in



Background
MBSPS was constructed within Block  of the Mission Bay Development
area in  and accepted by the City in  This pump station receives only
wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is
equipped with four submersible pumps. The pump station has a designed
capability of pumping 6.0 mgd.



Under current conditions, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of
the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. University of California, San Francisco
(UCSF) has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently
approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump



6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps
to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd to accommodate additional future flows
from the UCSF Mission Bay Campus. However, this recommendation has not
been approved by the SFPUC and the selected modifications would be need to
designed and implemented.



Monitoring and Additional Analysis
In accordance with Mitigation Measure  of UCSF's LRDP
Environmental Impact Report, UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the
Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station in combination with on-going monitoring
conducted by the SFPUC to determine when improvements to the pump station
are required. SFPUC performed an investigation of the existing capacity of
the pump station in May  The results of this investigation are that the
inflow to the pump station is within the original estimates.



Depending on the results of these studies, combined with more detailed
information on development timelines within the Mission Bay south area,



 to MBSPS may be required to accommodate full build out of the
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Mission Bay campus. These improvements could include actions such as
replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps;
enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and
modifying or realigning the force main. Because existing flows are within the
capacity of the Mission Bay Pump Station, the need for improvements is not
immediate, but monitoring to be implemented by UCSF and the SFPUC will be
used to determine the appropriate timing for the necessary improvements.



References



University of California, San Francisco  Long Range Development Plan
Environmental Impact Report. August  State Clearinghouse
Number 2013092047.













From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Transportation Section Comments
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:32:22 AM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_RMMComment+GSWComment +


StradaComment.docx


 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:52 PM
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern,
Chris (CPC); Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de
Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
 
Final sponsor comments attached.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:41 PM
To: 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (OCII);
Adam VandeWater
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
 
I’ll be adding my additional comments on top of the version Kate just distributed. I’ll be sending out
before 6pm (can’t miss tip-off!).
Clarke
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:19 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Adam VandeWater
Subject: Re: Transportation Section Comments
 
Thank you.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This passage uses jargon that may not be accessible to the general public.  Add explanatory footnote?


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay area. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 	Comment by Whit Manley: What is a “cycle track” and how does that differ from a bicycle lane?


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is an east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: Has the City approved the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, or is it still a proposal? [4: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:	Comment by Whit Manley: How were the 21 study intersections selected?  Note that the MB EIR studied 41 intersections.  If this is explained in Appendix TR, drop a footnote with a cross-reference.  Confirm that study-area intersections were selected in a manner consistent with the City’s traffic study guidelines.


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 	Comment by Whit Manley: The tables refer to the p.m. peak s 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.	Comment by Whit Manley: I assume the amount of traffic assigned to this extension was based on the traffic study performed in the MB EIR.  Correct?


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. These counts were performed in order to confirm that the traffic studies accurately predicted traffic volumes and patterns associated with these newly opened facilities.  The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.  Once the Owens Street extension is opened, some of the traffic accessing the facility will shift from Fourth Street to the extension.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that adopted by the Citywere included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.	Comment by Whit Manley: Ambiguous.  Were these implemented?  Are they being implemented?


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.	Comment by Whit Manley: Text refers to p.m. peak hour as from 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  I believe 4 to 6 is right.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.	Comment by Whit Manley: When were counts obtained?  If same as for other counts, drop footnote – want to make clear counts are relatively recent.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per the redline (my question, Luba’s reply): The group should briefly discuss why, since our last work session, the 8th/Harrison St. ramp has not been added to freeway ramp discussion. Luba notes it was evaluated and rejected because it would “not necessarily reduce the impact at the Fifth Street ramp”; isn’t it still worth summarizing that fact in the document and demonstrating that we checked the option? 


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this with or without the signal currently being installed at this on-ramp?


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 -hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider providing footnote describing current status of Muni Forward project.  When do we anticipate a decision being made?


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.	Comment by Whit Manley: Alternative to what?  


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor.	Comment by Whit Manley: The definition in this footnote refers to “transit volumes.”  I assume this reference is to transportation volumes generally, rather than to public transit volumes.  True?  Please clarify. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour; this focus is appropriate because . . . . [transit volumes are heaviest during the p.m. peak hour?]. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. [footnoteRef:10] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.	Comment by Whit Manley: It’s not clear elsewhere whether the 22 Fillmore TPP has been approved.  The text here, however, appears to assume that it has been approved.  If not approved, explain why it is appropriate to assume that it will be implemented by 2020.	Comment by Whit Manley: This footnote is designed to satisfy the requirements of the Neighbors for Smart Rail decision with respect to the use of a “future baseline.”  Should be reviewed carefully to confirm accuracy. [10:  	Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within in which the proposed project will become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year.  Focusing on the transit system as it currently exists would be misleading, since these transit improvements are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the project becomes operational.  ] 



Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this also used as a “significance threshold” for purposes of determining whether transit impacts will occur?  Is this guidance formally adopted by Muni?  If so, drop footnote citing to guidance.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:11] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [11: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:12]  [12: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).	Comment by Whit Manley: Drop footnote explaining how “parking study area” was determined – e.g., the distance that people will walk to attend function at project.


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:13] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [13: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and. uUp to 12 post-season games are possible, generally in October. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:14] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:15] [14: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [15: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,5400 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross; in this fashion, pedestrians are prevented from shutting , and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow, and from obstructing  and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:16]  [16: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:17] [17: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda,  and Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. 


· In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or following a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:19] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [19: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: The text notes above that pedestrians often spill into traffic lanes while crossing Lefty O’Doul Bridge.  Travel lanes on the bridge are restricted in order to accommodate the volume of pedestrians.  Worth noting here in a footnote?  E.g., “Heavier pedestrian volumes before or after a game are located further north along Third Street, outside the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.”


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increases from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this based on actual observations or on modeling? 	Comment by Whit Manley: “would increase” suggests this is based on modeling, rather than on actual data.


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:20] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels; 	Comment by Whit Manley: At times, the analysis appears to use a “5%” rule for traffic added to an intersection that is already at LOS E or F.  Is this the threshold that is used?  If so, cite a source (e.g. SF Traffic Guidelines) for  the use of this threshold, if one exists. [20: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.	Comment by Whit Manley: The Sacramento Kings arena included an analysis of traffic impacts during construction.  Query whether such an analysis ought to be included, given the length of time required for construction; such an analysis could be included in an appendix.  For the Kings arena, mitigation consisted of preparing and implementing a Construction Traffic Management Plan to reduce conflicts.  Here, such a plan is included as an Improvement Measure.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:21] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [21:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection. This intersection , and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled. This intersection, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:22] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [22: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:23] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [23: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback?


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:24] would be installed at the following intersections: [24: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:25] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [25: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:26] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [26: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.	Comment by Whit Manley: Attached as an appendix?  Available for review at the Planning Department?


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station, Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building, and Van Ness Avenue


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:27] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [27: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:	Comment by Clarke Miller: Confusing, concerts are being compared to concerts?


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Not in GSW’s TMP. Need to clarify responsibility for implementing if not part of TMP/project description. 


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Breakdown of GSW/event center employees vs. on-site tenants is still not consistent with the language GSW provided and the policies contained therein with which we can comply. Please review (4/29 transmittal to the City, aligned with edits below): https://www.dropbox.com/s/4qd4iz6hqbkfxbk/2015.04.29_Transportation_Demand_Management_Modified_List_GSWResponse_V6.docx?dl=0 


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for Project Sponsor and/or all on-site employees:





Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:28] [28: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for Golden State Warriors employees: 


Policy/Operations


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) (valet bike operations are during events only)


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:29][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [29: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining: 


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 	Comment by Whit Manley: These performance standards are part of the TMP, and therefore they are proposed by the applicant itself, rather than by the agency.  It would be helpful to understand where these performance standards came from – whether they are based on data indicating what reasonably can be achieved via a TMP in this sort of a setting, or whether they are based on a “target” that needs to be achieved to avoid transportation impacts.  What happens if performance standard is not achieved?  Will additional TMP measures be implemented until performance standard is achieved?  Need to make sure performance standard is feasible and enforceable.


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:30] following an event, if desired. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Would like the group’s verification that my language in the footnote below (new for ADSEIR2) does not contradict other assumptions about departure patterns.  [30: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 	Comment by Current User: Aside from pricing, what other mechanisms are available?


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 	Comment by Current User: Such campaigns already appear to be part of the TMP.  Consider revising to state “Expand media campaigns . . .”


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Already included above re: exploring the $4.50 Clipper card bundling. 


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines issued by the Planning Department in 2002 (SF Guidelines 2002), which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:31] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [31: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario also represents the most severe possible conditions for a sold out evening concert of the same approximate attendance level. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.	Comment by Current User: Any analysis of freeway mainlines? Likely to get comments.  Consultations with Caltrans re: scope of analysis of Caltrans facilities?


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site); this time frame coincides with the end of the normal work day for those working at the site. 	Comment by Current User: Is this when peak transit utilization occurs?


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling away from the event center following evening games or concerts.


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.  (As explained below, both of these projects are approved and funded and are scheduled to become operational in the near future.)  For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of standing passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:32]  [32: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:33] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [33: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:34] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [34: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.	Comment by Current User: Five seems too low.  Couldn’t the Warriors play up to 16 home games during the playoffs, at least in theory?  If so, Giants home games would overlap with more than five.  Consider dropping footnote explaining how this number was calculated.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendeses) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts) annually. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:35] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [35: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors. The adjustments are described in the report at Appendix TR.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:36] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [36: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.	Comment by Current User: Explain.  Is this because the new arena will be located in an urban setting that might encourage people to come to games earlier than they might at Oracle, given its more isolated setting?


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:37] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [37: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use. , and because it is expected that sSome of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area on non-event days). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:38] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park.	Comment by Current User: In other words, parking near the event center is both closer to, and more prominent than, the parking facilities close to AT&T Park?  I.e., relatively closer and easier to find. [38: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is currently constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edit presumes this is referring to the Central Subway	Comment by Current User: Is the south end of the line located nearby?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Use of word “subway” is confusing. Do you just mean light rail tracks?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Currently motor coaches, though 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) was developed that wouldto operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would thereby provide providing additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus lines was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor (explanatory parenthetical here?) and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility ofpotential for some buses to turn around at the end of their trip and return to the event center to pick up additional passengers.


As a result of this balancing ofcombination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the TSP, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was thewas then incorporated into assumed to be part of  the proposed project as an intrinsic element of its design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan – that is, without the incorporation of this design feature – are included at the end of this section.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is the only sentence of the new description that confuses me (generally, extremely helpful addition). What further refinement occurred and why? 


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball game would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On a weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Could clarify that “conservative” here = widely distributed. Then in turn need to explain why  it’s more conservative to assume cars are all over the neighborhood (wouldn’t that “dilute” some of the traffic at certain intersections…?). 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:39] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:40] [39: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [40: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would also be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and by time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by place of origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by place of origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The first phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third) opened in 2007.  The second phase of the T Third is tThe Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction of the Central Subway Project is currently underway.  T, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 	Comment by Current User: If EIR is going to note the proposal to reconfigure Caltrain and I-280, then this would be a logical place to insert a paragraph.  The text would characterize the proposal as preliminary and speculative, but acknowledge that the proposal has been made.


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includesd additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.	Comment by Current User: It’s not entirely clear what this means – consider elaborating.  Does it mean that weekend traffic is scaled up by the same percentage as weekday traffic?


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: Query whether this conclusion should be changed to significant but can be avoided with mitigation, with the mitigation being the requirement to prepare and implement a construction traffic management plan requiring ongoing monitoring and coordination to deal with traffic impacts if/when they arise.  This approach would be consistent with the approach reflected in the UCSF LRDP EIR.

Note the text contains a description of the sort of coordination and planning that will happen as a matter of course.  Some of this text could get incorporated into a mitigation measure, since it resembles the sort of information that goes into a construction traffic mitigation plan.  I.e., the “improvement measure” listed below would be changed to a “mitigation measure.”  If this approach is taken, (1) the City would have less discretion to reject this measure, and (2) if adopted, the measure would be easier to track and enforce, and the City would have less discretion to delete it in the future.  At the same time, we would take away the argument that the commitment to address construction traffic is illusory. 

In looking at the schedule, the period with peak impacts would appear to be excavation, which will last three months, and run an average of 75 trucks per day.    This is the highest volume of construction traffic, and it will last for several months.  Note that the Caltrans letter asked for an analysis of impacts associated with this activity on Caltrans facilities.


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:41] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduceavoid any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [41: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:42]  [42: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Assuming this is true, the text should note that these routes are appropriate for trucks transporting excavated soils from the site.  Is there any indication of where the excavated soil may go?  E.g.:  “As noted above, construction of the event center includes excavation of soil from the site.  The routes described below are appropriate for use by trucks hauling excavated soil.  The sites where the soil will be deposited have not been determined.  Potential sites include  . . . . .  Deposit sites will be subject to review and approval by SFMTA as part of the permit process.”


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Only 16th St. is actually adjacent to blocks 33/34 – odd list of streets to cite? Campus doesn’t matter as much as project site. 


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, it may be worth considering identifying this impact as potential significant, but avoidable via mitigation – e.g., the same approach as the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project areavicinity, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers). 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for ensuring that themonitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





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









[bookmark: _Toc412731504]Insert Figure 5.2-18	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without a SF Giants Game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:43] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: This analysis is likely to draw comment.  Is there a way we can describe the criterion used to determine whether the amount of traffic added to a failing intersection is cumulatively considerable?  Or is it a matter of professional judgment?  Recurring issue in the analysis that follows. [43: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum parking demand. This level of parking demand , and therefore can be accommodated at the project site. In other words, the p.m. peak hour coincides with a period when the on-site parking garage can accommodate all of the parking demand generated by the project under this scenario.  For this reason, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits designed to make the discussion a little more accessible.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paidpre-issued on-site parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Would this be more accurate in light of the fact that not all the passes would be pre-paid?  Elsewhere, the text states some passes will be issued to “VIPs”.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F.  These changes are , and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area [route?] after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead choose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth/ Channel (PCO location) would worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider drafting a technical memorandum addressing each of the seven intersections.  Is it feasible to acquire the right-of-way necessary to expand the intersection?  Are there other constraints (e.g. limited freeway capacity) that would make it futile to expand the intersection?  This level of detail does not need to be in the EIR, but it would be helpful to have a discussion of each intersection in the record.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edits below align write-up with GSW-submitted language from 4/23 (most recent): 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/bramx1abfjx2wps/2015.04.23_Trans%20new%20mit%20measures_DRAFT_GSWComment-V4-Clean.doc?dl=0 

Please modify accordingly. 


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:44] These strategies could include the following: [44: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreementscooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:45] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [45: 	] 



· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to use commercially reasonable efforts to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection withfollowing signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to provide Transit Far Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49E.47 through E.50 were adopted developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Not all of the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures were adopted. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – should provide some explanation why contribution to these ramps is not cumulatively considerable.  Identify criteria used to determine whether contribution is cumulatively considerable, and then apply to data.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.  


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the I-80 westbound freeway ramp impact at Fifth/Harrison s because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations at this ramp would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations at Fifth/Harrison would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, should indicate in memorandum to the file whether acquisition of ROW is feasible in this location

Text refers to ramps generally, and not just the ramp at Fifth/Harrison.  The analysis, however, indicates that there are no other significant impacts to ramps; the other impacts are not cumulatively considerable, so the duty to mitigate (and the feasibility of mitigation) would not arise.	Comment by Whit Manley: Does the list of measures apply to an off-ramp?	Comment by Whit Manley: Based on consultations, has Caltrans indicated any desire to look at modifying the ramp at Fifth/Harrison, or at the other failing ramps, or would Caltrans agree that modifications are infeasible?   	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this just one impact, to the Fifth/Harrison ramp?  Or are there others?


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As explained above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid this impact.  The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour because of reduced service and lengthier headways. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0	Comment by Whit Manley: Why bold?


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations.  The study shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.  The project sponsor shall fund the physical improvements approved by the City based on the study’s recommendations.


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new regional transit trips to and from outside of San Francisco (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new regional transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new regional transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this because Caltrans does not run many northbound trains during the p.m. peak hour?


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).	Comment by Whit Manley: Do the Giants provide funding to Caltrain to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.	Comment by Whit Manley: GGF runs special ferry service to AT&T.  Do the Giants provide funding to GGF to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service	Comment by Whit Manley: These measures are likely to result in comments calling upon the project sponsor to provide funding.  What will the response be?


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback? 


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, drop a footnote indicating that similar methods have been used at AT&T park, and have been found to be feasible and effective.


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:	Comment by Whit Manley: Why not “shall”?  The listed measures appear to all be feasible and standard.


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is there any scenario in which vehicle queuing could back up so as to affect UCSF hospital access?  If not, it would be helpful to point that out.  The LOS analysis suggests that such queuing would not occur, but LOS is a little different from queuing analysis, so a further discussion of this issue, if possible, would be appropriate.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, note that PCOs will be stationed at intersections in the vicinity to make sure that traffic is directed away from Owens and 16th Streets.


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). These PCOs would direct traffic away from the access points to UCSF facilities on 1th and Owen Streets. No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Imported from another traffic-related measure.	Comment by Whit Manley: If the study determines that this extension is feasible and will be beneficial, will the project sponsor implement it?


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this an issue with respect to emergency access to the hospital?	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, if possible the text should explain how the consultant determined whether some contributions were “cumulatively considerable,” and others were not.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, , for which the Basketball Game scenario would  was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, ; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant.for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These includeintersections are:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures described above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use ofusing off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providingsion of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if If such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But However, drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site, such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal temporary or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time,, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Does not look like the last GSW-approved iteration. Please confirm.


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the ramp that is LOS F already, so the issue is whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable.  As noted above, text should explain why this contribution is not cumulatively considerable.  Given that this issue recurs, it may make sense to draft a separate paragraph focusing on this issue, and then referring back to that discussion as it recurs.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that Caltrans has not planned or proposed improvements to these ramps.  Consider separate memorandum explaining why ramps are constrained such that improvements are infeasible (e.g. inadequate ROW). 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I don’t follow. Is this incremental service or diversion of existing/planned service, including the TSP for Warriors fans headed to event center? 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Confusing. To supplement T Third demand? To divert? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is new. If these services are needed why weren’t they folded into the TSP? Are these extra shuttle buses limited to event patrons en route to/from one of the two venues, or is this incremental public transit? Pls confirm GSW responsibility is just to work with MBTCC and SFMTA, not to pay for such service. 


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that queuing problems would not obstruct access to the UCSF emergency room.  LOS in this area appears to be poor under the “overlapping events” scenario.


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the flip side “cumulatively considerable” issue noted above, except in this case the project’s contribution is such that a failing intersection where the impact will become substantially more severe.  It would be helpful to note, as above, what criteria was used to determine whether the impact would be cumulatively considerable. 






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring	Comment by Whit Manley: See cover note.


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.	Comment by Whit Manley: How were these performance standards determined?  Is this the maximum reduction in auto mode share that is considered feasible in this location?  It would be helpful to explain the basis for these standards.   


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We won’t have enough docks in the project vicinity for high volumes of guests to utilize bike share around event time (i.e., they will arrive and have nowhere to place the bike). Would rather incentivize guests arriving with their own bike. 


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, tThe proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:	Comment by Whit Manley: Not clear what this introductory phrase adds to the sentence.


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would choose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project couldwould not result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Whit Manley: Summary of impacts seems to be inconsistent with following text.  See edits.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See below. I don’t see why we’d have a mit measure for additional personnel for precisely this reason. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: But aren’t there fewer pedestrian trips FROM TRANSIT (not pedestrian trips in total but, for instance, someone walking from Caltrain or ferry)? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Isn’t this a PCO’s job? 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Annually, or just before the first? [49: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Why would the shift away from transit result in dispersal of auto trips?  Because drivers would have to travel to more far flung garages?  Please explain.	Comment by Whit Manley: No queuing problem at UCSF hospital entrance?


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would could overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Don’t we need to cite information of this type, especially for projects that don’t have approved Major Phase or BCSD yet? 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Why does it matter how they enter the campus, vs how they approach the UCSF (or GSW) project site?  [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront ParkP22 directly to the east of the project site would begin followingand the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard , and would be completed by 2018. are triggered by development on Blocks 29-32 and would be implemented by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Have begun 


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We don’t have confirmed enough info on construction schedule for these projects to know, though – right? If we do, please include it as you did for Uber and 33/34 above. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: What criteria was used to determine whether contribution would be cumulatively considerable?


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is “more than 5 percent” the criterion used to determine whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, is this threshold derived from the SF Traffic Guidelines or some other guidance document?  If it is, recommend citing the guidance.


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not have a cumulatively contribute considerabley contribution to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect cumulative impact not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, is a contribution of 5% or more to cumulative conditions the threshold for determining whether the contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, cite source for that threshold.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this paragraph needed?  It is repeating earlier conclusions re: project specific impacts, and does not address cumulative conditions.  Consider deleting.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this correct?  Utilization appears to be under 100% in the year 2040.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, add that vehicle queuing would not block hospital entrance.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage.	Comment by Whit Manley: “VIP” seems like the wrong word. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








Instances in which the demand exceeds the supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially by means of on the –street parking.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.	Comment by Whit Manley: Missing words.  Should be “on those days”?


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 7170 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits are to make numbers match up with those on preceding page.  Differences probably just a result of rounding.


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: And new transit resources, and cultural shifts…


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall hasd been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%	Comment by Whit Manley: Should this be shaded?








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination unavailability of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during an overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as a subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects estimates the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:	Comment by Clarke Miller: Please clarify if OCII Staff level or Commission.


· coordinate convey project crane activity schedule with to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? How do we avoid working at height? I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? I presume we’re already compressing our construction time to the extent feasible. I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· lower cranes at night and when not in use	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is not feasible. Directly from our GC: “Tower cranes cannot be lowered at night.  Once erected they will remain until dismantled and removed from the site.” 

Perhaps we can state we would clearly mark with lights. 






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended supplemented did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: First time GSW has seen these assumptions (not vetted prior to ADSEIR2 distribution). I am vetting internally and hope to have verification or additional/alternative info by Thursday’s meeting. 


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Scheduled in advance, just like the helicopter flights. Worth noting because it increases our opportunities for cooperation and issue avoidance. See following comment. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: The rest of this write-up requires a larger discussion. Much of this belongs in the substantive approvals discussion we’ll have with OCII staff about a holistic signage/lighting plan design unique to arena standards and needs. As a reminder there is important context here – signage/lighting is a key component of the financial feasibility of the building because of its strong linkages to corporate partnership and programming. 

All that should be needed to verify adequate mitigation for CEQA purposes is advance coordination/scheduling and the development of guidelines and communications plans (all described below). Since both events and helicopter flights are pre-planned, there should not also be wholesale bans on particular lighting types or display installations – just restrictions on time/date of use (a designated period before/after flights, for instance) if proven necessary. 

Thanks. 


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television lighted screens	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I presume this is referring to LED screen or similar technology?


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· Projection lighting 


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comment above.


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: These items alone should take care of all the others. We know when events will occur, and when helicopter flights are scheduled. The other measures seem extraneous if careful coordination and communication occurs.


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.
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On May 19, 2015, at 4:57 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:
 


Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke may submit
additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Arce, Pedro (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); "Mallory Shure"; Emily Woods; jwinters@swagroup.com
Subject: RE: Comment Clarifications
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2015 12:56:42 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png


A related question: what is meant by “develop considerations about trash” on the office package
comments?
 
Thank you!
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Sunday, May 17, 2015 11:59 AM
To: Arce, Pedro (CII)
Cc: 'Clarke Miller'; Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Mallory Shure; Emily Woods; jwinters@swagroup.com
Subject: Comment Clarifications
 
Hello Pedro,
 
I have 2 quick questions regarding your comments on the BC/SD packages. In several locations
you’ve requested more information on the signage package and/or arts proposal. Both of these
items have been deferred to DD given the tight schedule and focus on bigger design moves to date;
the narrative at the beginning of each book states this and notes that some visuals include signage
“for informational purposes only.” Is there some other way in which we should emphasize that we
are not overlooking these vital project components?
 
On a related note, you’ve asked that the phasing plan have “complete information” in the open
space/gatehouse/parking and loading book. I am not quite sure what you are envisioning here, as
we intend to build the project in one “phase.”
 
Thanks in advance for any clarification you can offer!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Joyce Hsiao


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: UCSF Comments on Warriors" ADEIR 2 Transportation
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:24:51 AM
Attachments: UCSF Project Comments_Helipad_Warriors ADEIR2_ Final 5-19-15.pdf


UCSF Detailed Comments_Warriors ADEIR2 Transp_Final 5-18-15.pdf


 
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 2:11 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: UCSF Comments on Warriors' ADEIR 2 Transportation
 
Tiffany and Brett,
 
Attached are UCSF’s comments on the Warriors’ ADEIR 2 Transportation Chapter, submitted by
today per your request.  We are providing you with two items:  a letter regarding concerns about
impacts on the UCSF medical helipad, and a detailed comment memo regarding the ADEIR 2
analysis of helipad impacts and other transportation topics.
 
Thanks very much for the opportunity to see this pre-publication draft.  Please let me know if you
have any questions about these comments.
 
Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure 



One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor 



San Francisco, CA  94103 



 



RE:  Golden State Warriors’ Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at  



Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐‐ Impacts on UCSF Medical Helipad 



 



Dear Ms. Bohee, 



 



Thank you for sharing the Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report 2 



(ADEIR 2) for the Golden State Warriors’ Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



project at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32.  UCSF realizes that the ADEIR is a work in 



progress and will be subject to further refinement.  UCSF appreciates the City’s 



commitment to creating an Event Center project that is successful for the Mission Bay 



neighborhood, as well as all of San Francisco.  We also appreciate the City’s 



commitment to identify and mitigate negative impacts that could result from the 



project.  



 



As requested, UCSF is pleased to submit its detailed comments on ADEIR 2.  ADEIR 2 



contains a new analysis of the Warriors’ project proposed construction cranes and the 



impacts on the UCSF medical helipad flight paths.  After a review of the document, 



UCSF is concerned about the projected impact on UCSF’s medical helipad, and about 



the ADEIR analysis on this matter which in our view is incomplete. 



     



UCSF understands and appreciates that the City and the Warriors continue to work on 



addressing the impacts.  Nonetheless, the ADEIR identifies the following: 



 



 There would be 5 construction cranes at the Warriors’ project site (see ADEIR 2 



Figure 5.2‐28), which would extend over all streets surrounding the project site  ‐‐ 



Third Street, 16th Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 



 



 One of the cranes would penetrate the airspace of UCSF’s primary flight path ‐‐the 



flight path over 16th Street that is used most of the time, which arrives from/departs 



to the east.  The ADEIR concluded that this constitutes a significant impact. 
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Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 



 



Note:  Page numbers cited refer to the REDLINE version of the transportation chapter. 



 



Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations 



 



1. In 5.2.6.1, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the 



Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental 



Impact Report1 (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed 



potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad for 



medical helicopter transports on one of two possible sites:  Block 16 (North Site) and Block 36 



(South Site) in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports.“   



 



2. In 5.2.6.1, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“The Regents approved construction of the helipad as part of its approval of Phase 1 of the 



Medical Center at Mission Bay on September 17, 2008.  However, it deferred approval of the 



operation of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center 



project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program 



(RSRP), which was identified as a mitigation measure in the 2008 Medical Center at Mission 



Bay Final EIR.  In 2009, an RSRP was developed with community involvement.  The 



effectiveness of the RSRP in mitigating helicopter noise was analyzed in the Final 



Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay – 



Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, which was certified by the 



Regents on April 20, 2009, followed by UC approval of helipad operations.  that was 



addressed in as subsequent environmental document.2  On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco 



Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, 



considered the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR adequate as supplemented 



and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.” 



 



3. In 5.2.6.2, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to children and pregnant women with critical 



and life‐threatening conditions.” 



 



4. Footnote 58:  “UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay ‐ Residential Sound Reduction 



Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent Supplemental EIR, certified April 20, 



2009, SCH No. 2008012075.” 
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5. Section 5.2.6.2, paragraph beginning with FAA Order 8260.3B:  A GPS instrument approach 



procedure is being developed. 



 



6. Figure 5.2‐26:  The word “Preferred” in the figure title in reference to the flight paths, should 



be deleted.  The flight paths are approved by regulatory agencies, and not just preferred. 



 



7. Figure 5.2‐26:  We have recently corrected our flight path graphics to show that the 



alternative flight paths are for arrivals/departures, and not just departures, consistent with 



the Caltrans‐approved helistop layout plan.  Please correct this figure. 



 



8. Page 5.2‐294, under “UCSF Helipad Existing Operations”, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR . . .” 



 



9. “Figure 5.2‐26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths 



. . .” 



 



10. In 5.2.6.3, Regulatory Framework, Heliport Design Standards: While it is true that FAA 



advisory circular AC 5390‐2C is currently in effect, it was not in effect at the time the helipad 



was designed.  The facility was designed under the previous advisory circular AC 150/5390‐



2B.  The ‐2C version was not published until April 24, 2012, well after the helipad had been 



designed. 



 



11. Page 5.2‐299, Notice of Landing Area Proposal:  To clarify, FAA issued its second airspace 



determination letter on June 1, 2011 with an expiration date of December 1, 2012.  FAA later 



extended that second airspace determination expiration date by one year until December 1, 



2013.   Caltrans Division of Aeronautics performed its final inspection on the completed 



helipad on September 4, 2013 and issued its Heliport Permit, authorizing startup of flight 



operations, on September 18, 2013.  This was within the expiration timeline, effectively 



rendering the expiration date meaningless as of that date.  A GPS instrument approach 



procedure is under development; a follow‐up FAA airspace study and airspace 



determination letter to convert the facility from VFR only to both VFR and IFR would be part 



of that process. 



 



12. Page 5.2‐301, California Department of Transportation, Heliport Permit: To clarify, Caltrans 



Division of Aeronautics issued two permits.  It issued the “Heliport Site Approval Permit” 



on November 24, 2009.  This permit effectively authorized helipad construction.   The Division 



also issued the “Heliport Permit” on September 18, 2013, following its final inspection. This 



permit authorized startup of flight operations. 



 



13. Page 5.2‐301:  Regarding “private facilities with published instrument approaches”, the 



statement is somewhat ambiguous.   Our understanding is that instrument approaches for 



UCSF would not be published for public use but would be restricted to a particular EMS 



helicopter operator.   (Some airports are privately owned but are also “public use” meaning 



that any licensed pilot can legally land at the airport.)  We do not currently know if FAA 
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would make a hazard determination for a private helipad with a “private” instrument 



approach procedure.  This should be clarified for technical accuracy in the document. 



 



14. Page 5.2‐303, Airspace.  This section describes the placement and use of multiple 



construction cranes on the project site during construction.  We appreciate the description 



and the accompanying Figure 5.2‐28, which are very informative.  If we understand 



correctly, there is the potential for 5 cranes to be used on the site.  Would the placement of 



these cranes on‐site be phased, such that there would be fewer than 5 cranes on the site at 



any given time; or would all 5 cranes be located at the site at the same time? 



 



15. Given that the construction crane plan is preliminary, what is the variability in potential 



heights – i.e. could the cranes be taller than described here? 



 



16. Is there a 3D model available that we can review?  Such a model would be very helpful to 



understanding the analysis. 



 



17. The analysis focuses on the primary flight path, but does not consider impacts on the 



alternative flight paths.  Impacts on these alternative flight paths, and in particular the 



alternative flight path above South Street, should be assessed relative to the two proposed 



cranes on the northern portion of the project site.  Even though the northern 
approach/departure surface extends fully northward, the analysis should assume a 90‐



degree turn toward the east along South Street.  (Unfortunately, however, FAA criteria for 



curved approach/departure flight paths referenced in paragraph 409.c and Figure 4‐7 of the 



current version of FAA Advisory Circular, AC 150/5390‐2C, Heliport Design, mandates a 



much wider radius of turn than shown on UCSF exhibits for the flight path that overflies 



South Street.  Therefore, assumptions would have to be made allowing a tighter turn radius 



than FAA criteria.) 



 



18. If all 5 cranes would be located at the site at the same time, we are concerned that the 



alternative flight path above South Street would be impacted, in addition to the primary 



flight path.  The flight paths were designed in consideration of prevailing wind conditions. 



Should they become unavailable this would jeopardize the ability of the UCSF to use the 



helipad, which would be unacceptable to UCSF. 



 



19. Page 5.2‐306.  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a should state that the objective of the Crane 



Safety Plan is to ensure safe, 24/7 operation of the UCSF medical helipad. 



 



20. Page 5.2‐306.  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a should be strengthened.  Language used in this 



mitigation measure such as “where possible” renders the mitigation unenforceable, which is 



not acceptable to UCSF.  Additionally, the mitigation measure allows for penetration into the 



flight path airspace, which is not acceptable to UCSF as it could compromise the safety of 



helipad operations and the ability of the helipad to operate 24/7.  As it reads now, in our 



view it cannot be concluded that impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels. 



 



21. Page 5.2‐306.  We recommend adding the following to Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a:   
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 Employ 24‐hour crane operators and 24‐hour communications procedures so that 



cranes that would obstruct UCSF flight paths or otherwise be free to “weathervane” 



during off hours can be positively controlled to keep them out of helipad airspace 



obstruction‐clearance surfaces during helicopter approaches and departures.  Ideally, 



cranes should be positioned parallel to the adjacent flight path during helicopter 



approaches or departures for maximum separation. 



 



22. The measure should call for lighting on all construction cranes at the project site, as all 



would be within proximity to the helipad and to the primary and alternative flight paths.  



Cranes should be well‐lighted.  Lighting should be located on the tower, horizontal arms, 



and suspension rods. 



 



23. A mitigation measure should be included requiring that the general contractor not direct 



lights at the UCSF hospital helipad. 



 



24. The last three measures under Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a currently read as follows: 



 



 use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the 



hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces 



 use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface 



penetrations that may occur 



 lower cranes at night and when not in use 



 



The above measures are vaguely‐worded, and it is not clear whether they can be practically 



accomplished.  Have the EIR authors consulted with the project sponsor’s construction 



contractors to determine what specific construction methods are available to reduce the 



impacts to a less than significant level? 



 



25. Implementation of the Crane Safety Plan should be included in the construction contract.  



 



26. Page 5.2‐314, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan.  Instead of 



“may include,” please indicate that the measures “must include,” at a minimum, the 



bulleted measures identified. 



 



27. Page 5.2‐314, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan. Please 
replace the word “avoid” with “prohibit” when it comes to specialized exterior lighting 



systems, specifically outdoor lighting that is directed upward (search lights); outdoor 



flashing lights or strobe lights; and lasers and laser lights shows. 



 



28. Our pilots have indicated that concerns over event lights/lighting, lasers, and unmanned 



aircraft systems (UAS, or drones) cannot be overstated. Persons pointing lasers at aircraft can 



impair the pilot’s vision, and drones can present a threat to the safety of the aircraft and 



persons on‐board.  The incidence of use of lasers and/or drones may increase during events 



at the proposed arena or on the Third Street Plaza.  This should be discussed and mitigation 



measures identified.  As an example, there is precedent for event/facility managers to be 



required to issue a Notice To Airmen (NOTAM) to the FAA when events are scheduled, 
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which are then published and required to be checked by pilots before operating in that 



vicinity. The Hollywood Bowl in Los Angeles is such an example. 



 



Transportation 



 



29. Page 5.2‐24:  For this and all transit tables, the inbound versus outbound direction needs to 
be defined.  Typically, the screenline analysis is for inbound to downtown, which may be 



opposite for the line‐by‐line analysis for the nearby Muni lines (i.e., what is considered 



inbound and outbound for the 22 Filmore?). 



   



30. Page 5.2‐28/29:  The note says that pedestrian volumes have small adjustments, but the LOS 



doesn’t seem to have changed from ADEIR 1.  This should be clarified. 



 



31. Page 5.2‐33:  Formatting, it would be easier for the reader if the bike counts with a Giants 



game were moved to the appropriate section. 



 



32. Page 5.2‐37:  It should be noted whether existing on‐street parking spaces are part of MTAʹs 



event pricing zones.  See: http://sfpark.org/how‐it‐works/pricing/event‐pricing‐evening‐



metering/ 



 



33. Page 5.2‐54:  The text should note whether any new on‐street parking spaces would also be 



subject to the SFMTA’s event pricing. 



 



34. Page 5.2‐60 and beyond:  it states that the project sponsor prepared and would implement 



the TMP, which includes the expanded T‐Third platform.  Does this mean that the Warriors 



are paying for this?  If not, it should not be part of their TMP. 



 



35. Page 5.2‐66: expanded MB TMA shuttle hours for Saturday seem inadequate as they only 



cover pre‐game hours. 



 



36. Page 5.2‐67:  it does not appear that UCSFʹs prior comments 20 and 21 have been addressed; 



they should be. 



 



37. Page 5.2‐83, BBʹs comment 69 is very good; the analysis does not seem to address these 



issues clearly and thoroughly. 



 



38. Page 5.2‐86:  In the discussion of additional travel demand strategies within the TMP, the 



phrase ʺwould exploreʺ should be strengthened to “shall” or “will.” 



 



39. Page 5.2‐96, the highlighted response to Comment BB82 is not persuasive.  The failure of the 



DEIR to analyze impacts resulting from overlapping events with less than 12,500 attendees 



deprives the decision maker and the public of valuable information. 



 



40. Page 5.2‐97, where it indicates that the City has identified sufficient funding for the Muni 



Special Event TSP, it is difficult to believe that the City has done so for the life of the event 



center. 
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41. Page 5.2‐105:  The various descriptions of ʺotherʺ modes is confusing, as it appears that a 



different approach is used for events and regular land uses.  For instance, taxis are 



considered “other” for the land uses, but a vehicular mode for the events.  As such, it is 



unclear how the totals can be compared. See also Page 92. 



 



42. Page 5.2‐110:  As noted in earlier comments, all vehicular modes (taxi, limo, TNCs, etc.) 



should be assigned as vehicles to the roadway network.  It is unclear how all these were 



treated from an assignment perspective for the project (non‐event).  



 



43. Page 5.2‐114:  We appreciate that non‐UCSF parking scenarios were analyzed, but disagree 



that no revisions to the traffic analysis are needed.  If those parking spaces were not 



available, there would have to be a different arrival/departure patterns and/or assignments 



to local intersections.   



 



44. Figure 5.2‐17:  In the weekday evening peak hour without a Giants game, it appears that 



intersections to the north of the project site, including near the Giants Ballpark and points 



north, would operate at LOS E/F.  However, intersections near the Warriors Arena would 



operate acceptably (LOS A‐D).  Please explain how it is that effects from jammed conditions 



to the north of the Arena would not spillover to intersections near the Arena. 



 



45. Page 5.2‐123, it appears that the Muni Special Event TSP will not be applied to concerts, even 



if they have 18,000 attendees.  Is that correct?  Previously, at page 5.2‐59, it indicates that 



events with less than 13,000 attendees will only have increased service on the T‐Third and 



one BART shuttle.  The Special Event TSP should apply to all large events (+12,500).  



 



46. Page 5.2‐129:  The latest development assumptions for Mission Rock should be confirmed.  



The latest Giants plans now have up to 1500 residential units. 



http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Giants‐add‐affordable‐housing‐shorten‐heights‐in‐



6241939.php 



 



47. Page 5.2‐131: it appears that most construction trucks will still be routed down 16th Street 



despite UCSFʹs expressed concerns.   At a minimum, we request a mitigation measure be 



identified to preclude trucks on 16th Street during busy commute hours.   



 



48. Page 5.2‐135:  the future UCSF use of Blocks 33 and 34 is described as office.  Research and 
clinical should also be mentioned. 



 



49. Page 5.2‐139:  The analysis may need to be enhanced to address intersection operations at 



PCO locations.  The intersection LOS results are based on the assumption that PCOs will 



only provide minor actions at intersections, and thus not result in LOS‐related impacts.  



However, if PCOs do need to provide more active management, like they do with the 



Giants, then these results may not be valid.  At a minimum, the LOS tables and findings 



should note PCO locations and acknowledge their potential affect to conditions.  This would 



also be more consistent with the mitigation measures that indicate the PCOs help manage 



traffic flows and minimize congestion. 
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50. Page 5.2‐142 and others:  It would be helpful to show the contribution to E/F analysis 



locations in a table so that the actual magnitude of the contributions to the critical 



movements could be seen. 



 



51. Page 5.2‐155:  Caltrans often requires an evaluation of queues at off‐ramps and wants 



confirmation that these queues donʹt spill back to the mainline.  Has this been done?  It may 



help answer Billʹs question. 



 



52. Page 5.2‐157:  Not sure if it was included in one of the referenced mitigation measures, but 



diverting drivers to other ramps (thru VMS) may also help avoid these impacts. 



 



53. Page 5.2‐162:  Please see earlier comment regarding definitions of inbound versus outbound 



trips for the screenlines and the line‐by‐line analysis. 



 



54. Page 5.2‐169:  Pre‐event conditions may overlap with shift changes at the UCSF Hospitals, 



namely nurses leaving work around 7:00 PM, or also may overlap with people leaving the 



project (i.e., leaving work or one of the retail/restaurant establishments).  As such, the Muni 



boarding platform queuing space assessment should account for the space required for 



people waiting to take the train further south.  Similarly, were existing ridership levels 



accounted for in this assessment? 



 



55. Page 5.2‐176:  The pedestrian impact language needs to be fixed (remove ʺnorʺ). 



 



56. Page 5.2‐183:  Follow‐up comment on PCOs and intersection operations.  The language states 



that at the intersection of 16th/Illinois, PCOs would alternate flows of vehicles, shuttles and 



pedestrians.  However, the operating conditions show LOS C, which doesn’t seem consistent 



with the actual operations plan. 



 



57. Page 5.2‐185:  See above comment as well.  Active management of the pedestrian crossings at 



Third/South (which include extending green times and manually overriding signals) doesnʹt 



seem consistent with LOS findings. 



 



58. Page 5.2‐191:  There is no mention on how large trucks would enter/exit the loading docks 



and whether these maneuvers would result in secondary impacts to traffic, pedestrians, 



bikes, or transit operations. 



 



59. Page 5.2‐192:  Was an analysis done to confirm that these curb space provisions would be 



adequate to meet demands for each of the user groups?  If not, what are the options? 



 



60. Page 5.2‐197:  Since a queuing analysis was not conducted for the I‐280 off‐ramp to 



Mariposa, how can unobstructed flow be ensured for hospital needs?  This is a one‐lane off‐



ramp that splits into two lanes (one lane to westbound Mariposa and one lane through to 



Owens / to eastbound Mariposa). 
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61. Page 5.2‐202:  The discussion about rerouting of vehicles to avoid lane closures was added to 



the text.  However, no mention was made regarding whether vehicles were reassigned to 



other lots to avoid Lot A and others used by the Giants. 



 



62. Page 5.2‐209:  the analysis concludes that the feasibility of many potential strategies to 



reduce traffic impacts cannot be determined; this is weak. Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11b is 



weak and needs to be strengthened based on Comment EM228.  Similarly, 11c is ʺif feasible.ʺ   



UCSF is interested in working with the City to identify a mechanism whereby unacceptable 



traffic conditions are defined, and when reached trigger additional measures to manage 



traffic. 



 



63. We appreciate and support the identification of additional parking as a mitigation measure 



(M‐TR‐11c). 



 



64. Page 5.2‐211:  If additional off‐site parking is provided (especially to points south), the 
project sponsor should be required to fully assess the conditions and potential for additional 



impacts to all modes of travel. 



 



65. Page 5.2‐211:  Additional measures, such as a limitation of dual event days and more 



aggressive schedule coordination, should be considered to help address the impacts of 



concurrent events. 



 



66. Page 5.2‐233:  Several mitigation measures for the ʺwithout special eventʺ transit service 



suggest that the auto use could be reduced by shifting people to transit.  Given that limited 



public transit would be available, this needs to be carefully considered.  Or, is the 



assumption that all additional transit needs would be accommodated through shuttles and 



other private transit? 



 



67. Page 5.2‐243:  For the ʺwithout special eventʺ transit service scenario, additional clarification 



on the lack of increase of bicyclists is needed; given that roadways would also be over‐



capacity in this scenario, doesn’t it make sense to assume more pedestrian and bicyclist 



usage? 



 



68. We reiterate that UCSF does not plan to make parking available to Warriors’ event patrons 



at this time.  Should UCSF parking be made available in the future, it would be a small 



amount given our own parking needs and campus security concerns. 



 



69. Page 5.2‐273:  Is there an existing parking demand that would be displaced by the Project?  If 



so, where would these vehicles go, and how where they accounted for in the traffic and 



parking analysis? 



 



70. Page 5.2‐278 and Page 5.2‐279: It is unclear how the UCSF parking is incorporated into these 
tables.  Is it based off the total supply or the available capacity?  As shown in Table 5.2‐68, 



there are 2,590 off‐street parking spaces at UCSF.  If those spaces are not available, the 



supply in Table 5.2‐69 would be about 5,000 spaces.  However, demand is for more than 



6,000 spaces.  Why is this considered a ʺno shortfallʺ result?  Instead, if it is based on the 
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available supply at the UCSF garages, additional considerations are needed, such as: 



targeted occupied percentage, continual availability for UCSF staff/faculty/patients, and 



other factors.  Later text (Page 252) indicates that about 900 people would park at UCSF.  It 



would be helpful if the clarity of this information was improved. 



 



71. Page 5.2‐286:  It should be noted that the latest Mission Rock plans also include residential 



uses.  



 



72. Page 5.2‐290:  Does the cumulative parking analysis include UCSF facilities?  It is not clear 



from the table.   



 



 



Should you have any questions about this memo, please contact me at (415) 476‐8312, or Diane 



Wong of my staff at (415) 502‐5952. 



 













From: Freeman, Craig
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Torrey, Irina (PUC)
Subject: Warriors Arena - Screencheck SEIR PD, Utilities, and WQ sections - SFPUC comments
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 4:28:09 PM
Attachments: SFPUC Comments GS Warriors ADSEIR Sections - 2015-05-15.pdf


Chris,
 
Thank you for the opportunity for SFPUC review of the subject sections.  SFPUC comments are
attached.
 
If clarification is required, please let me know.
 
Regards,
Craig
 
Craig Freeman
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
direct (415) 934-5740
main (415) 934-5700
cfreeman@sfwater.org
www.sfwater.org
 


From: Kern, Christopher (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 12:12 PM
To: Freeman, Craig
Cc: Torrey, Irina; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena - AD1 SEIR - Section 5.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality
 
Hi Craig,
 
The next draft of the ADSEIR (screencheck) is scheduled for review 4/28-5/15. […]
 
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org
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San Francisco
Water  Sewer
Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission



Bureau of Environmental Management
525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6th Floor



San Francisco, CA
 934-5700
 934-5750



DATE:



TO:



FROM:



SUBJECT:



May 15, 2015



Chris Kern, Environmental Planning Division, San Francisco
Planning Department



 P. Torrey,  Bureau Manager V 



Review of Screencheck Administrative Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report Sections 3.0 - Project Description,
5.7 - Utilities, and 5.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality for the Event
Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (Golden State
Warriors Arena); Planning Department Case Number  E 



Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject sections of the
Screencheck  Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the
Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay (aka, Golden State
Warriors Arena). SFPUC offers the following comments.



Section 3.6.1 Proposed Facilities (p.



The following underlined text addition is recommended:



Wastewater Collection 
New wastewater collection infrastructure would be installed on Blocks 29-32
to serve the proposed uses. Proposed wastewater lines would connect to
existing City sanitary and combined sewer lines located beneath adjacent
streets.



Section 3.8 Intended Uses of this  and Approvals Required



In coordination with information presented in Chapter 3 - Project Description and
Section 5.7 Utilities and Service Systems, Section 3.8 correctly identifies the need for
subsequent easement termination and relocation activities. Any additional
information that can be provided in the SEIR on those easement relocations may
help facilitate the preparation of future responsible agency findings required for
easement vacations. SFPUC Real Estate Services looks forward to working with the
project sponsor on this future activity.



Section 5.7.5.3 Impact Evaluation (p.  third paragraph, after fifth sentence)



SFPUC notes that the operation of a larger replacement pump station may also
require visits by dump trucks to collect screening debris, as well as routine visits by
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operations staff (for example, daily inspections and removal of screen-associated 
debris two or three times per week depending on design). 
 
Section 5.7.5 Impacts and Mitigation Measures (p. 5.7-18) 
 
The following underlined text addition is recommended: 
 



The SFPUC has notified the project sponsor that improvements to the 
Mariposa Pump Station and/or Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station and 
associated force mains and gravity sewers in the path to the treatment plant 
would be required to accommodate the project‐related wastewater flows 



 
5.7.2.2 Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures (pp. 5.7-2 & 4, last 



and first paragraphs) 
 
The following text deletions are recommended: 
 



Sanitary flows from the sub‐basin would flow to one of two drainage areas, 



which would both drain to the Channel Street storage sewer by gravity. Under 
the original Mission Bay Draft SEIR approach, during wet weather, 
wastewater from both drainage areas would be lifted to the top of the storage 
sewer to prevent potential flow problems. The separate stormwater system 
would transport stormwater runoff to four proposed pump stations via gravity. 



 
Information from the SFPUC City Distribution Division to the Project Sponsor 
 



Project Water Distribution and Fire Suppression Systems.  The project 



sponsor is required to design the project’s water distribution system to 
conform to the SFPUC design standards for new water mains, services, and 
fire hydrants. The project sponsor will submit the 65% and 95% design 
drawings to City Distribution Division (CDD) staff for review and approval.  In 
addition, the project sponsor will pay for CDD design services for the review 
of design submittals, and for CDD construction services for the inspection of 
the project’s water distribution system.  SFPUC will perform required 
disinfection and connections of new mains and services; the project sponsor 
will pay CDD for these services.  Additional coordination between CDD and 
the project sponsor will be required, including for fire suppression system 
design and construction, as applicable. 
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Information from the SFPUC Collection System Division to the Project Sponsor 
 



Effects on Stormwater Flows. As the project sponsor is aware, city streets 



are designed to act as a flow channel for stormwater. Physical changes to a 
street (such as from constructing transit bulbs, boarding islands, traffic 
circles, widening sidewalks, or general changes to street cross sections) can 
change stormwater flow capacity, which can lead to localized flooding. The 
project sponsor will need to provide a street flow analysis to the SFPUC to 
determine the effects of changes to the street cross section and layout on the 
conveyance of stormwater flow in the street. For more information, the project 
sponsor can contact Kent Eickman (keickman@sfwater.org), SFPUC 
Wastewater Enterprise, Collection System Division. 
 
Construction Excavation and Vibration Impacts on Existing Utilities. The 



project sponsor should be aware that potential impacts of construction 
activities, including vibration and excavation effects on existing SFPUC 
infrastructure within the project's area of influence, will need to be addressed 
in consultation with the SFPUC Wastewater Enterprise. The SFPUC may 
require preparation and implementation of a vibration monitoring plan and a 
pre- and post-project condition assessment of SFPUC infrastructure. These 
plans will identify potentially affected infrastructure, protection measures, and 
methods to video, inspect, and test the infrastructure to ensure that it has 
been adequately protected during construction. For more information, the 
project sponsor can contact Kent Eickman (keickman@sfwater.org), SFPUC 
Wastewater Enterprise, Collection System Division. 



















From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: UCSF Comments on Warriors" ADEIR 2 Transportation
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:31:12 AM
Attachments: UCSF Project Comments_Helipad_Warriors ADEIR2_ Final 5-19-15.pdf


UCSF Detailed Comments_Warriors ADEIR2 Transp_Final 5-18-15.pdf


 
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 2:11 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Yamauchi, Lori; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: UCSF Comments on Warriors' ADEIR 2 Transportation
 
Tiffany and Brett,
 
Attached are UCSF’s comments on the Warriors’ ADEIR 2 Transportation Chapter, submitted by
today per your request.  We are providing you with two items:  a letter regarding concerns about
impacts on the UCSF medical helipad, and a detailed comment memo regarding the ADEIR 2
analysis of helipad impacts and other transportation topics.
 
Thanks very much for the opportunity to see this pre-publication draft.  Please let me know if you
have any questions about these comments.
 
Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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May 19, 2015 



 



Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director 



Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure 



One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor 



San Francisco, CA  94103 



 



RE:  Golden State Warriors’ Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at  



Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 ‐‐ Impacts on UCSF Medical Helipad 



 



Dear Ms. Bohee, 



 



Thank you for sharing the Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Report 2 



(ADEIR 2) for the Golden State Warriors’ Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



project at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32.  UCSF realizes that the ADEIR is a work in 



progress and will be subject to further refinement.  UCSF appreciates the City’s 



commitment to creating an Event Center project that is successful for the Mission Bay 



neighborhood, as well as all of San Francisco.  We also appreciate the City’s 



commitment to identify and mitigate negative impacts that could result from the 



project.  



 



As requested, UCSF is pleased to submit its detailed comments on ADEIR 2.  ADEIR 2 



contains a new analysis of the Warriors’ project proposed construction cranes and the 



impacts on the UCSF medical helipad flight paths.  After a review of the document, 



UCSF is concerned about the projected impact on UCSF’s medical helipad, and about 



the ADEIR analysis on this matter which in our view is incomplete. 



     



UCSF understands and appreciates that the City and the Warriors continue to work on 



addressing the impacts.  Nonetheless, the ADEIR identifies the following: 



 



 There would be 5 construction cranes at the Warriors’ project site (see ADEIR 2 



Figure 5.2‐28), which would extend over all streets surrounding the project site  ‐‐ 



Third Street, 16th Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 



 



 One of the cranes would penetrate the airspace of UCSF’s primary flight path ‐‐the 



flight path over 16th Street that is used most of the time, which arrives from/departs 



to the east.  The ADEIR concluded that this constitutes a significant impact. 
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Comments on Administrative Draft EIR 2 



 



Note:  Page numbers cited refer to the REDLINE version of the transportation chapter. 



 



Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations 



 



1. In 5.2.6.1, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the 



Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental 



Impact Report1 (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed 



potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad for 



medical helicopter transports on one of two possible sites:  Block 16 (North Site) and Block 36 



(South Site) in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports.“   



 



2. In 5.2.6.1, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“The Regents approved construction of the helipad as part of its approval of Phase 1 of the 



Medical Center at Mission Bay on September 17, 2008.  However, it deferred approval of the 



operation of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center 



project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program 



(RSRP), which was identified as a mitigation measure in the 2008 Medical Center at Mission 



Bay Final EIR.  In 2009, an RSRP was developed with community involvement.  The 



effectiveness of the RSRP in mitigating helicopter noise was analyzed in the Final 



Supplemental Environmental Impact Report for the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay – 



Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations, which was certified by the 



Regents on April 20, 2009, followed by UC approval of helipad operations.  that was 



addressed in as subsequent environmental document.2  On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco 



Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, 



considered the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR adequate as supplemented 



and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.” 



 



3. In 5.2.6.2, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to children and pregnant women with critical 



and life‐threatening conditions.” 



 



4. Footnote 58:  “UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay ‐ Residential Sound Reduction 



Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent Supplemental EIR, certified April 20, 



2009, SCH No. 2008012075.” 
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5. Section 5.2.6.2, paragraph beginning with FAA Order 8260.3B:  A GPS instrument approach 



procedure is being developed. 



 



6. Figure 5.2‐26:  The word “Preferred” in the figure title in reference to the flight paths, should 



be deleted.  The flight paths are approved by regulatory agencies, and not just preferred. 



 



7. Figure 5.2‐26:  We have recently corrected our flight path graphics to show that the 



alternative flight paths are for arrivals/departures, and not just departures, consistent with 



the Caltrans‐approved helistop layout plan.  Please correct this figure. 



 



8. Page 5.2‐294, under “UCSF Helipad Existing Operations”, please revise the text as follows: 



 



“As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final EIR . . .” 



 



9. “Figure 5.2‐26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths 



. . .” 



 



10. In 5.2.6.3, Regulatory Framework, Heliport Design Standards: While it is true that FAA 



advisory circular AC 5390‐2C is currently in effect, it was not in effect at the time the helipad 



was designed.  The facility was designed under the previous advisory circular AC 150/5390‐



2B.  The ‐2C version was not published until April 24, 2012, well after the helipad had been 



designed. 



 



11. Page 5.2‐299, Notice of Landing Area Proposal:  To clarify, FAA issued its second airspace 



determination letter on June 1, 2011 with an expiration date of December 1, 2012.  FAA later 



extended that second airspace determination expiration date by one year until December 1, 



2013.   Caltrans Division of Aeronautics performed its final inspection on the completed 



helipad on September 4, 2013 and issued its Heliport Permit, authorizing startup of flight 



operations, on September 18, 2013.  This was within the expiration timeline, effectively 



rendering the expiration date meaningless as of that date.  A GPS instrument approach 



procedure is under development; a follow‐up FAA airspace study and airspace 



determination letter to convert the facility from VFR only to both VFR and IFR would be part 



of that process. 



 



12. Page 5.2‐301, California Department of Transportation, Heliport Permit: To clarify, Caltrans 



Division of Aeronautics issued two permits.  It issued the “Heliport Site Approval Permit” 



on November 24, 2009.  This permit effectively authorized helipad construction.   The Division 



also issued the “Heliport Permit” on September 18, 2013, following its final inspection. This 



permit authorized startup of flight operations. 



 



13. Page 5.2‐301:  Regarding “private facilities with published instrument approaches”, the 



statement is somewhat ambiguous.   Our understanding is that instrument approaches for 



UCSF would not be published for public use but would be restricted to a particular EMS 



helicopter operator.   (Some airports are privately owned but are also “public use” meaning 



that any licensed pilot can legally land at the airport.)  We do not currently know if FAA 
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would make a hazard determination for a private helipad with a “private” instrument 



approach procedure.  This should be clarified for technical accuracy in the document. 



 



14. Page 5.2‐303, Airspace.  This section describes the placement and use of multiple 



construction cranes on the project site during construction.  We appreciate the description 



and the accompanying Figure 5.2‐28, which are very informative.  If we understand 



correctly, there is the potential for 5 cranes to be used on the site.  Would the placement of 



these cranes on‐site be phased, such that there would be fewer than 5 cranes on the site at 



any given time; or would all 5 cranes be located at the site at the same time? 



 



15. Given that the construction crane plan is preliminary, what is the variability in potential 



heights – i.e. could the cranes be taller than described here? 



 



16. Is there a 3D model available that we can review?  Such a model would be very helpful to 



understanding the analysis. 



 



17. The analysis focuses on the primary flight path, but does not consider impacts on the 



alternative flight paths.  Impacts on these alternative flight paths, and in particular the 



alternative flight path above South Street, should be assessed relative to the two proposed 



cranes on the northern portion of the project site.  Even though the northern 
approach/departure surface extends fully northward, the analysis should assume a 90‐



degree turn toward the east along South Street.  (Unfortunately, however, FAA criteria for 



curved approach/departure flight paths referenced in paragraph 409.c and Figure 4‐7 of the 



current version of FAA Advisory Circular, AC 150/5390‐2C, Heliport Design, mandates a 



much wider radius of turn than shown on UCSF exhibits for the flight path that overflies 



South Street.  Therefore, assumptions would have to be made allowing a tighter turn radius 



than FAA criteria.) 



 



18. If all 5 cranes would be located at the site at the same time, we are concerned that the 



alternative flight path above South Street would be impacted, in addition to the primary 



flight path.  The flight paths were designed in consideration of prevailing wind conditions. 



Should they become unavailable this would jeopardize the ability of the UCSF to use the 



helipad, which would be unacceptable to UCSF. 



 



19. Page 5.2‐306.  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a should state that the objective of the Crane 



Safety Plan is to ensure safe, 24/7 operation of the UCSF medical helipad. 



 



20. Page 5.2‐306.  Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a should be strengthened.  Language used in this 



mitigation measure such as “where possible” renders the mitigation unenforceable, which is 



not acceptable to UCSF.  Additionally, the mitigation measure allows for penetration into the 



flight path airspace, which is not acceptable to UCSF as it could compromise the safety of 



helipad operations and the ability of the helipad to operate 24/7.  As it reads now, in our 



view it cannot be concluded that impacts would be mitigated to less than significant levels. 



 



21. Page 5.2‐306.  We recommend adding the following to Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a:   
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 Employ 24‐hour crane operators and 24‐hour communications procedures so that 



cranes that would obstruct UCSF flight paths or otherwise be free to “weathervane” 



during off hours can be positively controlled to keep them out of helipad airspace 



obstruction‐clearance surfaces during helicopter approaches and departures.  Ideally, 



cranes should be positioned parallel to the adjacent flight path during helicopter 



approaches or departures for maximum separation. 



 



22. The measure should call for lighting on all construction cranes at the project site, as all 



would be within proximity to the helipad and to the primary and alternative flight paths.  



Cranes should be well‐lighted.  Lighting should be located on the tower, horizontal arms, 



and suspension rods. 



 



23. A mitigation measure should be included requiring that the general contractor not direct 



lights at the UCSF hospital helipad. 



 



24. The last three measures under Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9a currently read as follows: 



 



 use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the 



hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces 



 use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface 



penetrations that may occur 



 lower cranes at night and when not in use 



 



The above measures are vaguely‐worded, and it is not clear whether they can be practically 



accomplished.  Have the EIR authors consulted with the project sponsor’s construction 



contractors to determine what specific construction methods are available to reduce the 



impacts to a less than significant level? 



 



25. Implementation of the Crane Safety Plan should be included in the construction contract.  



 



26. Page 5.2‐314, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan.  Instead of 



“may include,” please indicate that the measures “must include,” at a minimum, the 



bulleted measures identified. 



 



27. Page 5.2‐314, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan. Please 
replace the word “avoid” with “prohibit” when it comes to specialized exterior lighting 



systems, specifically outdoor lighting that is directed upward (search lights); outdoor 



flashing lights or strobe lights; and lasers and laser lights shows. 



 



28. Our pilots have indicated that concerns over event lights/lighting, lasers, and unmanned 



aircraft systems (UAS, or drones) cannot be overstated. Persons pointing lasers at aircraft can 



impair the pilot’s vision, and drones can present a threat to the safety of the aircraft and 



persons on‐board.  The incidence of use of lasers and/or drones may increase during events 



at the proposed arena or on the Third Street Plaza.  This should be discussed and mitigation 



measures identified.  As an example, there is precedent for event/facility managers to be 



required to issue a Notice To Airmen (NOTAM) to the FAA when events are scheduled, 
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which are then published and required to be checked by pilots before operating in that 



vicinity. The Hollywood Bowl in Los Angeles is such an example. 



 



Transportation 



 



29. Page 5.2‐24:  For this and all transit tables, the inbound versus outbound direction needs to 
be defined.  Typically, the screenline analysis is for inbound to downtown, which may be 



opposite for the line‐by‐line analysis for the nearby Muni lines (i.e., what is considered 



inbound and outbound for the 22 Filmore?). 



   



30. Page 5.2‐28/29:  The note says that pedestrian volumes have small adjustments, but the LOS 



doesn’t seem to have changed from ADEIR 1.  This should be clarified. 



 



31. Page 5.2‐33:  Formatting, it would be easier for the reader if the bike counts with a Giants 



game were moved to the appropriate section. 



 



32. Page 5.2‐37:  It should be noted whether existing on‐street parking spaces are part of MTAʹs 



event pricing zones.  See: http://sfpark.org/how‐it‐works/pricing/event‐pricing‐evening‐



metering/ 



 



33. Page 5.2‐54:  The text should note whether any new on‐street parking spaces would also be 



subject to the SFMTA’s event pricing. 



 



34. Page 5.2‐60 and beyond:  it states that the project sponsor prepared and would implement 



the TMP, which includes the expanded T‐Third platform.  Does this mean that the Warriors 



are paying for this?  If not, it should not be part of their TMP. 



 



35. Page 5.2‐66: expanded MB TMA shuttle hours for Saturday seem inadequate as they only 



cover pre‐game hours. 



 



36. Page 5.2‐67:  it does not appear that UCSFʹs prior comments 20 and 21 have been addressed; 



they should be. 



 



37. Page 5.2‐83, BBʹs comment 69 is very good; the analysis does not seem to address these 



issues clearly and thoroughly. 



 



38. Page 5.2‐86:  In the discussion of additional travel demand strategies within the TMP, the 



phrase ʺwould exploreʺ should be strengthened to “shall” or “will.” 



 



39. Page 5.2‐96, the highlighted response to Comment BB82 is not persuasive.  The failure of the 



DEIR to analyze impacts resulting from overlapping events with less than 12,500 attendees 



deprives the decision maker and the public of valuable information. 



 



40. Page 5.2‐97, where it indicates that the City has identified sufficient funding for the Muni 



Special Event TSP, it is difficult to believe that the City has done so for the life of the event 



center. 
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41. Page 5.2‐105:  The various descriptions of ʺotherʺ modes is confusing, as it appears that a 



different approach is used for events and regular land uses.  For instance, taxis are 



considered “other” for the land uses, but a vehicular mode for the events.  As such, it is 



unclear how the totals can be compared. See also Page 92. 



 



42. Page 5.2‐110:  As noted in earlier comments, all vehicular modes (taxi, limo, TNCs, etc.) 



should be assigned as vehicles to the roadway network.  It is unclear how all these were 



treated from an assignment perspective for the project (non‐event).  



 



43. Page 5.2‐114:  We appreciate that non‐UCSF parking scenarios were analyzed, but disagree 



that no revisions to the traffic analysis are needed.  If those parking spaces were not 



available, there would have to be a different arrival/departure patterns and/or assignments 



to local intersections.   



 



44. Figure 5.2‐17:  In the weekday evening peak hour without a Giants game, it appears that 



intersections to the north of the project site, including near the Giants Ballpark and points 



north, would operate at LOS E/F.  However, intersections near the Warriors Arena would 



operate acceptably (LOS A‐D).  Please explain how it is that effects from jammed conditions 



to the north of the Arena would not spillover to intersections near the Arena. 



 



45. Page 5.2‐123, it appears that the Muni Special Event TSP will not be applied to concerts, even 



if they have 18,000 attendees.  Is that correct?  Previously, at page 5.2‐59, it indicates that 



events with less than 13,000 attendees will only have increased service on the T‐Third and 



one BART shuttle.  The Special Event TSP should apply to all large events (+12,500).  



 



46. Page 5.2‐129:  The latest development assumptions for Mission Rock should be confirmed.  



The latest Giants plans now have up to 1500 residential units. 



http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Giants‐add‐affordable‐housing‐shorten‐heights‐in‐



6241939.php 



 



47. Page 5.2‐131: it appears that most construction trucks will still be routed down 16th Street 



despite UCSFʹs expressed concerns.   At a minimum, we request a mitigation measure be 



identified to preclude trucks on 16th Street during busy commute hours.   



 



48. Page 5.2‐135:  the future UCSF use of Blocks 33 and 34 is described as office.  Research and 
clinical should also be mentioned. 



 



49. Page 5.2‐139:  The analysis may need to be enhanced to address intersection operations at 



PCO locations.  The intersection LOS results are based on the assumption that PCOs will 



only provide minor actions at intersections, and thus not result in LOS‐related impacts.  



However, if PCOs do need to provide more active management, like they do with the 



Giants, then these results may not be valid.  At a minimum, the LOS tables and findings 



should note PCO locations and acknowledge their potential affect to conditions.  This would 



also be more consistent with the mitigation measures that indicate the PCOs help manage 



traffic flows and minimize congestion. 
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50. Page 5.2‐142 and others:  It would be helpful to show the contribution to E/F analysis 



locations in a table so that the actual magnitude of the contributions to the critical 



movements could be seen. 



 



51. Page 5.2‐155:  Caltrans often requires an evaluation of queues at off‐ramps and wants 



confirmation that these queues donʹt spill back to the mainline.  Has this been done?  It may 



help answer Billʹs question. 



 



52. Page 5.2‐157:  Not sure if it was included in one of the referenced mitigation measures, but 



diverting drivers to other ramps (thru VMS) may also help avoid these impacts. 



 



53. Page 5.2‐162:  Please see earlier comment regarding definitions of inbound versus outbound 



trips for the screenlines and the line‐by‐line analysis. 



 



54. Page 5.2‐169:  Pre‐event conditions may overlap with shift changes at the UCSF Hospitals, 



namely nurses leaving work around 7:00 PM, or also may overlap with people leaving the 



project (i.e., leaving work or one of the retail/restaurant establishments).  As such, the Muni 



boarding platform queuing space assessment should account for the space required for 



people waiting to take the train further south.  Similarly, were existing ridership levels 



accounted for in this assessment? 



 



55. Page 5.2‐176:  The pedestrian impact language needs to be fixed (remove ʺnorʺ). 



 



56. Page 5.2‐183:  Follow‐up comment on PCOs and intersection operations.  The language states 



that at the intersection of 16th/Illinois, PCOs would alternate flows of vehicles, shuttles and 



pedestrians.  However, the operating conditions show LOS C, which doesn’t seem consistent 



with the actual operations plan. 



 



57. Page 5.2‐185:  See above comment as well.  Active management of the pedestrian crossings at 



Third/South (which include extending green times and manually overriding signals) doesnʹt 



seem consistent with LOS findings. 



 



58. Page 5.2‐191:  There is no mention on how large trucks would enter/exit the loading docks 



and whether these maneuvers would result in secondary impacts to traffic, pedestrians, 



bikes, or transit operations. 



 



59. Page 5.2‐192:  Was an analysis done to confirm that these curb space provisions would be 



adequate to meet demands for each of the user groups?  If not, what are the options? 



 



60. Page 5.2‐197:  Since a queuing analysis was not conducted for the I‐280 off‐ramp to 



Mariposa, how can unobstructed flow be ensured for hospital needs?  This is a one‐lane off‐



ramp that splits into two lanes (one lane to westbound Mariposa and one lane through to 



Owens / to eastbound Mariposa). 
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61. Page 5.2‐202:  The discussion about rerouting of vehicles to avoid lane closures was added to 



the text.  However, no mention was made regarding whether vehicles were reassigned to 



other lots to avoid Lot A and others used by the Giants. 



 



62. Page 5.2‐209:  the analysis concludes that the feasibility of many potential strategies to 



reduce traffic impacts cannot be determined; this is weak. Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11b is 



weak and needs to be strengthened based on Comment EM228.  Similarly, 11c is ʺif feasible.ʺ   



UCSF is interested in working with the City to identify a mechanism whereby unacceptable 



traffic conditions are defined, and when reached trigger additional measures to manage 



traffic. 



 



63. We appreciate and support the identification of additional parking as a mitigation measure 



(M‐TR‐11c). 



 



64. Page 5.2‐211:  If additional off‐site parking is provided (especially to points south), the 
project sponsor should be required to fully assess the conditions and potential for additional 



impacts to all modes of travel. 



 



65. Page 5.2‐211:  Additional measures, such as a limitation of dual event days and more 



aggressive schedule coordination, should be considered to help address the impacts of 



concurrent events. 



 



66. Page 5.2‐233:  Several mitigation measures for the ʺwithout special eventʺ transit service 



suggest that the auto use could be reduced by shifting people to transit.  Given that limited 



public transit would be available, this needs to be carefully considered.  Or, is the 



assumption that all additional transit needs would be accommodated through shuttles and 



other private transit? 



 



67. Page 5.2‐243:  For the ʺwithout special eventʺ transit service scenario, additional clarification 



on the lack of increase of bicyclists is needed; given that roadways would also be over‐



capacity in this scenario, doesn’t it make sense to assume more pedestrian and bicyclist 



usage? 



 



68. We reiterate that UCSF does not plan to make parking available to Warriors’ event patrons 



at this time.  Should UCSF parking be made available in the future, it would be a small 



amount given our own parking needs and campus security concerns. 



 



69. Page 5.2‐273:  Is there an existing parking demand that would be displaced by the Project?  If 



so, where would these vehicles go, and how where they accounted for in the traffic and 



parking analysis? 



 



70. Page 5.2‐278 and Page 5.2‐279: It is unclear how the UCSF parking is incorporated into these 
tables.  Is it based off the total supply or the available capacity?  As shown in Table 5.2‐68, 



there are 2,590 off‐street parking spaces at UCSF.  If those spaces are not available, the 



supply in Table 5.2‐69 would be about 5,000 spaces.  However, demand is for more than 



6,000 spaces.  Why is this considered a ʺno shortfallʺ result?  Instead, if it is based on the 
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available supply at the UCSF garages, additional considerations are needed, such as: 



targeted occupied percentage, continual availability for UCSF staff/faculty/patients, and 



other factors.  Later text (Page 252) indicates that about 900 people would park at UCSF.  It 



would be helpful if the clarity of this information was improved. 



 



71. Page 5.2‐286:  It should be noted that the latest Mission Rock plans also include residential 



uses.  



 



72. Page 5.2‐290:  Does the cumulative parking analysis include UCSF facilities?  It is not clear 



from the table.   



 



 



Should you have any questions about this memo, please contact me at (415) 476‐8312, or Diane 



Wong of my staff at (415) 502‐5952. 



 













From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Tolio Ybarra"
Cc: David Cantor
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:49:00 PM
Attachments: image003.png


Looks like we will be on the 4th floor of 30 Van Ness in the fishbowl.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Tolio Ybarra [mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:14 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: David Cantor
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Has the meeting location been confirmed?
 
Tolio Ybarra, PE, CCM, LEED AP
Townsend Management, Inc.
415.254.2208
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 8:52 AM
To: Molly Hayes; Tolio Ybarra; Moy, Barbara (DPW); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW);
'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord, John -
AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
I am seeing if I can track down a room here. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco



mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com
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1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 7:22 AM
To: Tolio Ybarra; Moy, Barbara (DPW); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
All,
 


I will send out an invite for 9 am on Wednesday the 20th. Thanks for responding with your
availabilities.
 
Best,
Molly
 


From: Tolio Ybarra [mailto:Tolio_Ybarra@tmi-cm.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 2:45 PM
To: Moy, Barbara (DPW); Molly Hayes; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Good Afternoon,
 
9:00 AM on Wednesday also works for MBDG.
 
Tolio Ybarra, PE, CCM, LEED AP
Townsend Management, Inc.
415.254.2208
 


From: Moy, Barbara (DPW) [mailto:Barbara.Moy@sfdpw.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 11, 2015 2:54 PM
To: Molly Hayes; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); 'Stewart,
Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; Tolio Ybarra; Van Noord,
John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com; Kacie
Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: RE: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
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Hi Molly,
 
Don Miller and I are available 9 AM on Wednesday, 5/20.
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
Barbara L. Moy
Manager, Infrastructure Task Force
 


    Bureau of Street Use & Mapping  |  San Francisco Public Works  |  City and County of San Francisco 
    30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 4200  |  San Francisco, CA 94102|  (415) 558-4050  |  sfpublicworks.org ·
twitter.com/sfpublicworks
 


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 11:12 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Don (DPW); Moy, Barbara (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM);
'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; Jeffrey Tarantino; 'Ybarra, Tolio';
Van Noord, John - AOL
Cc: Clarke Miller; Jacob Nguyen; Vic Watson; Zack Peterson; kevin.o'neill@clarkconstruction.com;
Kacie Renc (renc@jmisports.com)
Subject: GSW Arena Construction Logistics & Schedule
 
Hi all,
 
At Catherine’s request, I would like to schedule a meeting between MBDG, MBTF, OEWD, GSW, and
OCII to understand construction logistics and schedule to date.
 


Would 9 am on Wednesday May 20th work? If not, please let me know if there is an alternate time


on the morning of the 20th or the afternoon of the 15th that you are available.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Woo, Kimberly
Cc: cmiller@stradasf.com; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; pmitchell@esassoc.com; khunt@calstar.org; Ross J.


Fay; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); "Kate Aufhauser" (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
dcarlock@warriors.com; jeffwright@heliplanners.com; Culver, Craig; Wong, Diane C.


Subject: Re: Availability Request: Warriors" Construction Cranes Meeting
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:06:09 AM


I am available the following times:


5/20       2:30-4:30
5/26       9:30-11 or 1-3    


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


On May 19, 2015, at 9:51 AM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu> wrote:


All:
 
At the request of Diane Wong, I am setting up a meeting to discuss Warriors’
construction cranes.  It will last 90 minutes and take place at UCSF Mission Bay.  Please
let me know if you are available on the following dates/times to attend in person or via
conference call.  Note: When sending a response, please hit “Reply All.”  If possible,
please send responses ASAP as I’ll be out of the office tomorrow and Thursday.
 
5/20       2:30-4:30
5/22       8-12
5/26       8-5
5/27       1-4         
 
Required Attendees:
Kevin Beauchamp
Diane Wong
Clarke Miller      
Vic Watson        
Paul Mitchell     
Jeff Wright         
Kris Hunt             
Ross Fay
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=91BA72A308BD41818E967887DA0E43A7-ADAM VAN DE WATER_B65779439D
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Optional Attendees:
Catherine Reilly               
Adam Van de Water      
Brett Bollinger                  
Kate Aufhauser               
David Carlock           
                      
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
 



http://planning.ucsf.edu/






From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Myall, Hilde (CII)
Subject: FW: UCSF statement on Warriors arena
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 3:30:00 PM
Attachments: UCSF Position on the Proposed Warriors Arena and Events Center.pdf


 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: UCSF Mission Bay neighbors [mailto:MBCOMMUNITY@LISTSRV.UCSF.EDU] On Behalf Of Bagot-
Lopez, Barbara
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 4:06 PM
To: MBCOMMUNITY@LISTSRV.UCSF.EDU
Subject: UCSF statement on Warriors arena
 
Dear Mission Bay neighbors,
 
Please see attached for your information.
 
Sincerely,
 


BB
Barbara Bagot-López
Director, Community Relations
University Relations
Box 0462
San Francisco, CA 94143-0462
415-476-8318
community.ucsf.edu
@bbUCSF
 
 


Use this link to unsubscribe from this mailing list.



mailto:hilde.myall@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://listsrv.ucsf.edu/cgi-bin/wa?SUBED1=MBCOMMUNITY&A=1






University Relations
3333 California Street 
Suite 103, Box 0462 
San Francisco, CA 94143-0462



tel: 415.476.2557
fax: 415.476.3541



www.ucsf.edu



Public Affairs



Digital Communications



Brand Communications



Community & Government 
  Relations



	  



	  



	   UCSF’s Position on the Proposed Warriors Arena and 
Events Center 
 
April 29, 2015 
 
As a public university exclusively focused on health, UCSF’s interests are driven 
by our commitment to patient care and public safety. Patients, patient visitors and 
our patient care workers – as well as emergency vehicles – must have 24/7 
access to our Mission Bay hospitals. 
 
Our Mission Bay hospitals, which opened in February, are already full and 
operating smoothly with patients, visitors and employees reporting easy access 
and parking. It is critical that this access be maintained. 
 
To that end, we have been working to understand the potential traffic and parking 
impacts of the proposed Warriors Arena and Events Center to the Mission Bay 
neighborhood and have been working with the City to identify what actions can 
be taken to mitigate traffic congestion. 
 
We are encouraged by the City’s efforts. City staff has been dedicated to 
identifying a range of solutions to help ensure traffic flow and access to our 
hospitals. 
 
We continue to focus on the potential impacts of dual overlapping events – that 
is, the booking of a large event at the Warriors Arena at the same time that a big 
event is planned at AT&T Park. 
 
It remains early in the process and we will continue to be actively engaged. The 
interests of UCSF are solely focused on protecting patient care and public safety. 
We are not affiliated with any other organization or group on this issue. 
 



### 
 













From: Clarke Miller
To: Paul Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: Construction
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 11:46:19 AM


Paul,
Thanks for having your group do the quick analysis. I checked with our GC and moving the crane 47’
is not feasible given the position of other cranes on-site and the potential for interference of the
crane tower with other areas of construction on-site. No need to update the graphic. Given the
planned revisions to the Mit Measure that we discussed yesterday, we’d appreciate seeing the
updated text as soon as it’s available for our further review.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 10:58 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Construction 
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
At your request, our airports group has determined that if the central-west construction crane mast
is moved due north a minimum of 47 feet from its originally proposed existing location, it would be
outside the UCSF helipad airspace.
 
Consequently, if you were to prepare and submit to us a revised crane layout plan (identical to what
you provided previously provide us - see attached), but moving the central-west crane north of its
existing location (e.g., more than 50 feet), we could revise our SEIR analysis and Figure 5.2-28
appropriately, and find in the SEIR that the construction cranes would not penetrate the UCSF
helipad airspace. 
 
However, as discussed, the SEIR would still identify the construction crane impact as potentially
significant, requiring mitigation.
 
Please let me know what your proposed action to this email.  We would need your revised
construction crane graphic by today in order to turn around the analysis for the printcheck Draft EIR
next week.
 
Thanks.
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
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San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Whit Manley
Cc: Chris Stiles; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: MB Arena Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2015 11:04:09 AM
Attachments: Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Construction Emissions Minimization (00299791xB0A85)+JR.docx
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See my edits attached.  Feel free to call me if you have questions.
 
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Whit Manley [mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 9:39 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Chris Stiles
Subject: Fwd: MB Arena Project
 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Chris Stiles <CStiles@rmmenvirolaw.com>
Date: May 21, 2015 at 9:33:28 AM PDT
To: "jessica.range@sfgov.com" <jessica.range@sfgov.com>
Cc: Whit Manley <WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com>
Subject: MB Arena Project
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[bookmark: MAQ2]Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization


A.	Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.	All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:


a)	Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.; Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)	All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then 


c)	Exceptions:


i.	Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If OCII grants this exception, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with A(1)(b). 


ii.	Exceptions to A(1)(b) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that a particular piece of off-road equipment with a Tier 4 engine is: (1) technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, or (3) there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that do not have Tier 4 engines. If OCII grants this exception, the project sponsor must comply with the requirements of A(1)(c)(iii). 


iii.	If OCII grants an exception as detailed above, the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.


			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm ] 






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.











2.	The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.


3.	The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 


4.	The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.	The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.	Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


	Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


C.	Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 




























Jessica,
 
Attached is the Air Quality mitigation measure.  Forwarded per Whit Manley. 
 
Thanks,
 
Chris
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


 








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


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:02:45 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_AMV.docx
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Here are a few Transportation chapter comments.  


Adam
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly;
Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
 
Final comments from GSW. Please replace my earlier submittal for Noise with the attached
document which merges multiple GSW comments on this chapter.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:42 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
 
Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


 
Thanks all.
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were proposing an additional VMS on 101 NB.


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west or westbound on 16th without the option to turn right on 4th Street.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 	Comment by Adam VandeWater: UCSF has also requested field monitoring after significant events (completion of SWL337  or Pier 70, say).


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: Is this supposed to say Third St?  Doesn’t make sense as written.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to this policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. 


· Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:45] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [45: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:46] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [46: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731505]Insert Figure 5.2-19


[bookmark: _Toc412731506]Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday PM and Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenario






table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were adding 4 additional PCOs for a total of 21, not 6 additional.  Need to double check against TSP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:47] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [47: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.
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As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:49] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [49: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:50] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [50: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731511]Insert Figure 5.2-24
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:51] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [51: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:52] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:53] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [52: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [53: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:54], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [54: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:55] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [55: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:56] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [56:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:57] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [57:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:58] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [58:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:59] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [59:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:60] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [61:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:62] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [63:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 
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UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:67] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [67:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).
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Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:70] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [70:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:71],[footnoteRef:72] [71:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [72:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:73] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [73:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
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·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/e6kd4wxph2p13xf/%210_TOC_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_to%20be%20updated_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ywvuh7ttngj4e6m/%212_Introduction_%20GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/xkchm2qvm0obwm2/%218_Report%20Preparers_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/fvcabsbw6kx2o80/%215-05_GHG_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/5ejszk1m9z9zgtv/%21GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815_GSWComment.doc?dl=0
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: Construction
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 11:50:47 AM


Clarke:


Thanks for this response; as you indicate, we will not revise the graphic.  Per our meeting yesterday,
we will be preparing a technical memorandum authored by our Airports Group documenting
citeable documents on best management practices, etc. to reduce effects on cranes, and will revise
our SEIR mitigation discussion for your review next week.
 
-Paul
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 11:46 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: Construction
 
Paul,
Thanks for having your group do the quick analysis. I checked with our GC and moving the crane 47’
is not feasible given the position of other cranes on-site and the potential for interference of the
crane tower with other areas of construction on-site. No need to update the graphic. Given the
planned revisions to the Mit Measure that we discussed yesterday, we’d appreciate seeing the
updated text as soon as it’s available for our further review.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 10:58 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Construction 
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
At your request, our airports group has determined that if the central-west construction crane mast
is moved due north a minimum of 47 feet from its originally proposed existing location, it would be
outside the UCSF helipad airspace.
 
Consequently, if you were to prepare and submit to us a revised crane layout plan (identical to what
you provided previously provide us - see attached), but moving the central-west crane north of its
existing location (e.g., more than 50 feet), we could revise our SEIR analysis and Figure 5.2-28
appropriately, and find in the SEIR that the construction cranes would not penetrate the UCSF
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helipad airspace. 
 
However, as discussed, the SEIR would still identify the construction crane impact as potentially
significant, requiring mitigation.
 
Please let me know what your proposed action to this email.  We would need your revised
construction crane graphic by today in order to turn around the analysis for the printcheck Draft EIR
next week.
 
Thanks.
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 3
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 9:18:11 AM


Sure, will do.


-Paul


________________________________________
From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [chris.kern@sfgov.org]
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 8:31 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 3


Hi Paul,
Can you have hard copies delivered for Sarah?
Thanks


Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner


Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org<mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org>
Web:www.sfplanning.org<http://www.sfplanning.org/>


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 5:50 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Malamut, John (CAT); Van de
Water, Adam (ECN); Miller, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Murphy,
Mary G.; Sekhri, Neil; 'bsaltsman@gibsondunn.com'; Jones, Sarah (CPC); Whit Manley
(WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com); Bill Wycko
Cc: Jose Farran; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Joyce; Gary Oates; Brian Boxer; Jonathan Carey
Subject: GSW at Mission Bay - Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 3
Importance: High


 All:  I just sent you all (via ESA DeliverIt) the following:


·         a copy of the Administrative Draft SEIR 2, Part 3 for the proposed Event Center and Mixed-Use
Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, including the following:
Chapter/Section


Topic


Format


7


Alternatives
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WORD (clean);
PDF (clean with figures)


8


Third Street Plaza Variant


WORD (clean);
PDF (clean with figures)


·         When reviewing SEIR sections, please make your recommended edits/comments to the clean
WORD document version using track changes.


·         We are requesting you to review the Administrative Draft SEIR 1B, Part 1 and submit any
comments directly to Chris Kern and me on or before 9:00 a.m. Tuesday May 26, 2015.  Given the
extremely tight schedule, early submittal of your comments is highly encouraged.
Kate/Clarke:   I will let you distribute this document internally to others on the Warriors team not
included in this email. Also, please forward revised project description to ESA as it becomes available.


Chris/Brett:  Feel free to distribute this document to other City staff not included in this email as you see
appropriate.


Catherine:  Feel free to distribute this document to other OCII staff not included in this email as you see
appropriate.


Please don’t hesitate to contact me should you have any questions.  Thanks much.


Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com<mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com>
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Woo, Kimberly; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; pmitchell@esassoc.com; khunt@calstar.org; Ross J. Fay;


Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); "Kate Aufhauser" (kaufhauser@warriors.com);
dcarlock@warriors.com; jeffwright@heliplanners.com; Culver, Craig; Wong, Diane C.


Subject: Re: Availability Request: Warriors" Construction Cranes Meeting
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:20:11 AM


I'm available the same days/times as Adam. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On May 19, 2015, at 10:06 AM, Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org> wrote:


I am available the following times:


5/20       2:30-4:30
5/26       9:30-11 or 1-3    


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


On May 19, 2015, at 9:51 AM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu>
wrote:


All:
 
At the request of Diane Wong, I am setting up a meeting to discuss
Warriors’ construction cranes.  It will last 90 minutes and take place at
UCSF Mission Bay.  Please let me know if you are available on the
following dates/times to attend in person or via conference call.  Note:
When sending a response, please hit “Reply All.”  If possible, please send
responses ASAP as I’ll be out of the office tomorrow and Thursday.
 
5/20       2:30-4:30
5/22       8-12
5/26       8-5
5/27       1-4         
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Required Attendees:
Kevin Beauchamp
Diane Wong
Clarke Miller      
Vic Watson        
Paul Mitchell     
Jeff Wright         
Kris Hunt             
Ross Fay
 
Optional Attendees:
Catherine Reilly               
Adam Van de Water      
Brett Bollinger                  
Kate Aufhauser               
David Carlock           
                      
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Anthony Fournier
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Alison Kirk
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:46:08 AM


Hi Jessica,
 
Thanks for the call this morning.  As a follow-up to our discussion, I want to confirm that the data
Alison provided in her previous email is based off of our review of the past few years of Vehicle Buy
Back (VBB – www.baaqmd.gov/VBB) program data, and represents the amount of funds we had
spent to reduce ~17.11 TPY of ozone precursors.  We came up with this number by looking at the
emissions reductions from the program in relation to the proposed mitigation amount, and the
corresponding funds provided to retire these vehicles.
 


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


 
Please let me know if you have any additional questions, and please forward this along to Chris too (I
don’t have his email address).
 
Thanks,
Anthony
 
 
Anthony Fournier
Director, Strategic Incentives Division
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone:  (415) 749-4961
Fax:  (415) 749-5020
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Eickman, Kent (CWP)
Cc: Tran, Michael (PUC); mhayes@warriors.com; EBOSCACCI@BKF.com; jnguyen@bkf.com; Van de Water, Adam


(ECN); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Mike Griffin (mgriffin@ssr-inc.com); Reilly, Catherine
(ADM)


Subject: RE: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:03:35 AM


Kent,
Per our conversation a few moments ago, the PUC has accepted GSW’s proposal to split the sanitary
flows to the north and south based on the quantities identified within the April 13, 2015 proposal.
We will look for a confirmation letter in the coming days.
We appreciate your assistance in this effort.
Best regards,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 8:35 AM
To: Eickman, Kent
Cc: Tran, Michael; mhayes@warriors.com; EBOSCACCI@BKF.com; jnguyen@bkf.com; Adam Van de
Water
Subject: Re: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm
 
Kent,
 
That's very disappointing to hear. We'd been told the response time would be three weeks or less.
We're now already past that timeframe. This is directly delaying our ability to supply Mission Bay
Development Group with final CDs so they may permit and construct the infrastructure
improvements around the site. 
 
I've invited a representative from the Mayor's Office to attend our 10am call so we can collectively
understand the cause of the delay and determine appropriate next steps to rectify the situation. 
 
Speak to you then. 
Clarke


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On May 5, 2015, at 5:57 PM, Eickman, Kent <keickman@sfwater.org> wrote:


Clark, I will be glad to discuss with you, but Tommy cancelled the meeting.
-kent
 
From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 05, 2015 02:44 PM
To: Eickman, Kent 
Cc: Tran, Michael; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com) <mhayes@warriors.com>; Ed
Boscacci (EBOSCACCI@BKF.com) <EBOSCACCI@BKF.com>; Jacob Nguyen
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<jnguyen@bkf.com> 
Subject: RE: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm 
 
Kent,
I’m confirming our 10am call tomorrow when you expect to have an update for us
from your conversation with Tommy Moala about GSW’s sanitary flow proposal. Please
advise.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 3:43 PM
To: 'Eickman, Kent'
Cc: Tran, Michael; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm
 
Great, I’ll circulate an invite with dial-in instructions. Thanks, Kent.
Clarke
 


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 3:41 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Tran, Michael; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm
 
10:00 is fine if it is a phone meeting, as I have an 8:30-9:30 meeting here at my office.
thanks
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 3:36 PM
To: Eickman, Kent
Cc: Tran, Michael; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm
 
Kent,
Disappointing to hear it’s delayed, but thanks for letting me know. Can we schedule


time now for a debrief on the morning of May 6th? Does 10am work for you?
Clarke
 


From: Eickman, Kent [mailto:keickman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 11:15 AM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Tran, Michael; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm
 
Clarke, glad to talk to you on 4/28, but Tommy cant meet until Tuesday 5/5 late in the
afternoon. I did briefly discuss the issue with him yesterday prior to another meeting,
and went over the flow distribution (586 gpm south and 160 gpm north).
Thanks, Kent
 



mailto:jnguyen@bkf.com

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com

mailto:[mailto:keickman@sfwater.org]

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com

mailto:[mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com

mailto:keickman@sfwater.org

mailto:mhayes@warriors.com





From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2015 10:46 AM
To: Eickman, Kent
Cc: Tran, Michael; Molly Hayes (mhayes@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW follow-up call on sanitary flow proposal Tues @ 2:30pm
 
Kent,
Thanks again for your time to talk Tuesday. We’ve now set a time with MBDG for next
Wednesday at 8am to discuss GSW’s sanitary sewer plans in more detail. To make that
meeting most productive, we want to connect with you Tuesday afternoon to discuss
the outcome of your conversation with Tommy Moala. Could we set 2:30pm Tuesday
(4/28) for a brief check-in call? If so, I’ll circulate a dial-in number.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Phone: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul


Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:02:43 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_AMV.docx


image001.png


Here are a few Transportation chapter comments.  


Adam
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 10:53 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (ADM); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly;
Sekhri, Neil
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part IV
 
Final comments from GSW. Please replace my earlier submittal for Noise with the attached
document which merges multiple GSW comments on this chapter.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 8:42 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly; Sekhri,
Neil; Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part III
 
Final comments available at links below:
 


·         Air Quality
o    No additional comments on the AQ technical appendix
o    (Note GDC may choose to submit additional comments to this document as


necessary)
·         Summary
·         Plans & Policies
·         Overview (minor comments)
·         Other CEQA Issues (minor comments)
·         Appendix MIT (NO COMMENT)


 
Thanks all.



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

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:DKelly@warriors.com

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

https://www.dropbox.com/s/jvfpzllbq1ham6d/%215-04_Air%20Quality_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/knqnwi6qtamuoli/1_%20Summary_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/soiiquscw4f3gk4/%214_Plans-Policies_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/hve1dnpth3reef9/%215-01_Overview_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/v6s95sb2astmayg/%216_Other_CEQA_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0



Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· [bookmark: _GoBack]On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were proposing an additional VMS on 101 NB.


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west or westbound on 16th without the option to turn right on 4th Street.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 	Comment by Adam VandeWater: UCSF has also requested field monitoring after significant events (completion of SWL337  or Pier 70, say).


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: Is this supposed to say Third St?  Doesn’t make sense as written.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to this policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. 


· Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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[bookmark: _Toc412731502]Insert Figure 16	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios 






table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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









[bookmark: _Toc412731504]Insert Figure 5.2-18	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without a SF Giants Game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:45] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [45: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour
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			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:46] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [46: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.	Comment by Adam VandeWater: I thought we were adding 4 additional PCOs for a total of 21, not 6 additional.  Need to double check against TSP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:47] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [47: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.
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As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:49] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [49: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:50] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [50: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:51] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [51: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:52] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:53] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [52: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [53: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:54], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [54: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:55] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [55: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:56] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [56:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:57] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [57:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:58] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [58:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:59] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [59:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:60] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [61:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:62] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [63:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:67] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [67:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:70] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [70:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:71],[footnoteRef:72] [71:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [72:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:73] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [73:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 4:50 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); 'Van de Water, Adam (ECN)'; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); 'Joyce'; Paul Mitchell
Cc: 'WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com'; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; 'Clarke Miller'
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part II
 
Please see additional comments at links below.


 
·         Project Description
·         Wind & Shadow (no comments on the Wind & Shadow appendix)


 
In addition, revised links are provided below (some of the previous ones were apparently
broken). Please notify me if any of them are still being troublesome.
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Wednesday, May 13, 2015 3:40 PM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Joyce; Paul Mitchell
Cc: WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Mary Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); David Kelly
(dkelly@warriors.com); 'Sekhri, Neil'; Clarke Miller
Subject: ADSEIR2 Comments, Part I
 
All,
Please see the first round of comments from the project sponsor (GSW/Strada/GDC/RMM) linked
below:
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https://www.dropbox.com/s/ewmfvrhmgekw34i/%215-06_Wind%20and%20Shadows_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.docx?dl=0
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·         Cover page (small edit)
·         Title page (small edit)
·         Abbreviations and Acronyms (NO COMMENT)
·         Table of contents (*please see Comments 3 and 4, in particular)
·         Introduction
·         Report preparers (small edit)


 
·         GHG Chapter (*please see also TOC comments 3 & 4 re: appendices, most relevant to this


section)
·         GHG Checklist (for administrative record)


 
More to follow. Note comments on Noise, Utilities, Hydrology and Public Services will come directly
from Clarke and/or Whit.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



https://www.dropbox.com/s/9r8me61vzksbyg1/%21_Cover_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/7tc45v50wj2tsnt/%21_Title%20page_GSWComment.pdf?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/e6kd4wxph2p13xf/%210_TOC_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_to%20be%20updated_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/ywvuh7ttngj4e6m/%212_Introduction_%20GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GDCComment%2BGSWComment.docx?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/xkchm2qvm0obwm2/%218_Report%20Preparers_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/fvcabsbw6kx2o80/%215-05_GHG_GSW%20MB%20ADSEIR2_GSWComment%2BRMMComment.doc?dl=0

https://www.dropbox.com/s/5ejszk1m9z9zgtv/%21GSW_GHG_Checklist_DRAFT_042815_GSWComment.doc?dl=0
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bill Wycko
Cc: Joyce; Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Hardcopy of GSW SEIR Alts
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:09:35 PM


Bill:
 
We are fedexing a hardcopy of the GSW SEIR Alts section to your home, for your receipt tomorrow.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Paul Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: Construction
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 11:46:12 AM


Paul,
Thanks for having your group do the quick analysis. I checked with our GC and moving the crane 47’
is not feasible given the position of other cranes on-site and the potential for interference of the
crane tower with other areas of construction on-site. No need to update the graphic. Given the
planned revisions to the Mit Measure that we discussed yesterday, we’d appreciate seeing the
updated text as soon as it’s available for our further review.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 10:58 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Construction 
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
At your request, our airports group has determined that if the central-west construction crane mast
is moved due north a minimum of 47 feet from its originally proposed existing location, it would be
outside the UCSF helipad airspace.
 
Consequently, if you were to prepare and submit to us a revised crane layout plan (identical to what
you provided previously provide us - see attached), but moving the central-west crane north of its
existing location (e.g., more than 50 feet), we could revise our SEIR analysis and Figure 5.2-28
appropriately, and find in the SEIR that the construction cranes would not penetrate the UCSF
helipad airspace. 
 
However, as discussed, the SEIR would still identify the construction crane impact as potentially
significant, requiring mitigation.
 
Please let me know what your proposed action to this email.  We would need your revised
construction crane graphic by today in order to turn around the analysis for the printcheck Draft EIR
next week.
 
Thanks.
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
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San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); "Paul Mitchell"
Subject: RE: MTA REVIEW ADSEIR2 REVIEW-01
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:14:10 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_CLEANER Peter Albert.docx


PLEASE USE THIS ATTACHMENT FOR PETER’S COMMENTS.  I went through his version again, and
figured out a somewhat complicated way to cull the document down to highlight only his feedback. 
I’m not sure if it will align perfectly with the CLEAN version with other comments, but I think it is
much closer.  
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:58 PM
To: Kern, Chris; Paul Mitchell
Subject: MTA REVIEW ADSEIR2 REVIEW-01
 
Chris, Paul:
 
I’m sending you comments and revisions in this and the next email.  This one from Peter was done
over the redline, and I’m not having success at merging this with the others, so you are getting it as
is.  Please note, Peter has made a lot of revisions that I do not think are necessary, but at this point, I
feel my time has been cut short in reviewing.  If you can wait until tomorrow morning, I can get you
a pre-reviewed version.  (Sorry I have to get my son from daycare and so have to leave in a few
minutes)
 
The following document includes my and Parking reviews and comments.  These should be relatively
straightforward, but please let me know if anything seems questionable.
 
Feel free to call or email me tonight.
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
 
(415) 701-5490 o
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2:  The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street. 


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4:  The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound on-ramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6]  Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.


The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour



As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.


Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, Blue and Gold and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.	Comment by Albert, Peter: I think the Tiburon run is distinctly B&G, not Bay Ferry  	Comment by Albert, Peter: Does this include the 22nd Street Caltrain Station and the ferry landing(s) at AT&T Park?


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way. 



Insert Figure 5.2-5	 - Existing Transit Network


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes, and train car length will increase for many runs from one to two cars..  When Central Subway opens in 2019, a supplemental service between the Central Waterfront (Mariposa Station) and Chinatw9on is proposed, effectively reducing T Third headways at the project site to around 4 minutes at peak periods  


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction.   [8:  The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street.  The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives.  The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



· Other Muni Service - The 48 and 22 lines currently terminate at 3rd Street and 20th Street, about ½ mile south of the project site.  The Muni Forward plan retains service to this terminal, but the lines serving the terminal are proposed to be the 33 and the 58.    


Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building, and during home Giants games, between Oakland/Alameda, Vallejo and AT&T Park. (discussed in more detail below).


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.  Both are served by local Muni service that also operated adjacent to the project site.  The 4th and King Caltrain Station is provided additional train service to support select special events at AT&T Park (discussed in more detail below).	Comment by Albert, Peter: Important for double-event days


Caltrain proposes to electrify its main line by 2020, which provides the system with the capacity and operating flexibility to increase frequency of service overall and specific frequencies at select stops.  Caltrain plans to consider such service changes in response to the increased demand as areas around its stations develop and densify, but specific service plan changes to the 4th and King Station and the 22nd Street Station have not yet been confirmed.       


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and the San Francisco Ferry Building. . During home Giants games, WETA provides event-specific service between Vallejo and AT&T Park, and Golden Gate Transit provides event-specific service between Larkspur and AT&T Park (both services discussed in more detail below).  


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor.  [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects.


The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes















































PLEASE MOVE FIGURE TO PAGE AFTER IT IS MENTIONED.
Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.





Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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








Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10:  	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).






Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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








Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11:  A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medial services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



California Vehicle Code provides for the use of transit-only lanes, such as on Third Street and as proposed for 16th Street, by emergency vehicles responding to emergencies and using flashing lights and/or sirens.    


Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR. 






[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.






Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





 


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12:  The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park  


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two pre-season baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15:  Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible off-street parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. 


· Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18:  Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements.  Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21:  Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit.  This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition.  SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway.  The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. 


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


The project also proposes to include the procurement of up to four (4) light-rail vehicles to increase the Muni service capacity in response to special event demand.  	Comment by Albert, Peter: If this isn’t anywhere else, I suggest we add it here.


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street.  In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25:  Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



The project proposes to sponsor one bicycle-sharing station on-site that is consistent and compatible with the citywide bicycle-sharing system. 	Comment by Albert, Peter: If not elsewhere in the report, I suggest it here.


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements. 






Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			15


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 











· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees). 


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below: 


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Pre-event, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Market Street to connect with Muni Metro and at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided. 






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Caltrain/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015








7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.






 


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions.  


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 above presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.


Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted.   


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).  Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26]. The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26:  Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street


PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.








[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. 


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:
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· 



· :


· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center, office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


	Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50 for non-senior, able-bodied adults) into the cost of all ticketed events. 	Comment by Albert, Peter: Today, youth/seniors are free.  This is a temporary arrangement – but perhaps some recognition that the fare is discounted for youth (under 18) or seniors should be here if the free pass program for these groups is disbanded.  


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events.  


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors.  


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]    Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29:  The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop.  It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project.  In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour  


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour  


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.








It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC








Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31:  Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 


However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36:  A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 



The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour  


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37:  The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking.  The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles.  


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour.  
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event  


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.














OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-93	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-81	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.


Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	-Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant  [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.] 




 


uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game  


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.2-30 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number 
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.















Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan a,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.


4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom One-way Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) and Golden Gate Transit ferry service, and the expansion of BART into the South Bay. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41:  	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.


Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan  - As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


	


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 







table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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












[bookmark: _Toc412731501]Insert Figure 15	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without a SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios 






[bookmark: _Toc412731502]Insert Figure 16	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios 






table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing ntersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731503]Insert Figure 5.2-17	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without a SF Giants Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours - Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots.[footnoteRef:43] The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa.  [43: ] 



1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS.  The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant..


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north.  Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:44]  These strategies could include the following: [44:  Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services to reduce overall vehicle trips as demonstrated by car-sharing advantages over reliance on private automobiles, and to reduce excessive vehicle circulation due to uncertain parking availability.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:45] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [45:  The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.
] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to participate regularly in and notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.	Comment by Albert, Peter: Per Erin, good idea to help with facilitating needed coordination and provide community point of access


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased Caltrain, North Bay ferry and bus service.	Comment by Albert, Peter: More than just longer trains, see above


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.


No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent. 


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


· Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46:   TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train  (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


· Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains.  


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events.  For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4:  Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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





 



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts.  During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario).  Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection.  


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47:  Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


 Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions.  Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.


During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


B	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


C	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


D	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


E	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


B	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


C	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


D	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


E	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on  changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions.  


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.



table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


_________________________


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events 


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________



Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 






table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17  PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2. 


The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 









table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to  reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events . Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. 



table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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


















Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.





During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________






Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic.  


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [49:  The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500  or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts.  With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.





_________________________






Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.


As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.
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Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3.  In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 






table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections;  the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at 



table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street). 


As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)





Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.






table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event


Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 


Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.






Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 











By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. 


In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)



table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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


















table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.



table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


 a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 


Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development. 


table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research).  


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus.  


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.









table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 





table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions).  The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.






Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad.  The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.   [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.   [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site.  Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.   [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61]  On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco.  Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63]  All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance.  The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel.  The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay:  UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area.  The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site.  The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)].  The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 



UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day.  UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay:  UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad.  These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of
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minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area.  As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay.  Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations.  One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay.  The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds.  Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF.  


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace.  Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports.  The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.   [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl).  The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).  





Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface.  The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet.  The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).





Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1.  The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.





FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports.  The Order identifies Obstacle
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Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach).  The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules.  A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad.  Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports.  Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports.  These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA.  Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free.  UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011.  [UCSF:  Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace.  Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces.  The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise.  Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations.  The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation 


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports.  The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit.  


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:





1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations





2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.





3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).





UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF:  Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]   


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip.  Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project.  The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths.  Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR.  


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard.  Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad.  


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers.  Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad.  If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project.  The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.  In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]   [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner).  The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations.  The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces.  The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed.  This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project.  Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts.  


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas.  Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration.  Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl.  Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71]  As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl).  “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 
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Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad.  Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation.  Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28).  The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl.  The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.





· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)





· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.





In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact.  If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above.  Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period.  The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace.  These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative.  The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use


Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area.  As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations.  However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night.  Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site.  This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators.  Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact.  Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant.  


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations.  However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces.  (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above.  When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl).  “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad.  Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace 
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surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings.  Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces.  Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).





· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.





Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center).  As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29).  The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation


(feet msl) 


			Lowest


Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet) 


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet) 





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant.  


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area.  As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area.  However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74]  Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting.  Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center.  In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center.  In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City.  Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used.  Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad.  Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad.  These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective.  In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot.  In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard.  Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events.  However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad.  Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan 


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations.  Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative.  Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches





· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches





· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA





· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives





· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting





Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively.  As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths.  Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP.  As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.  It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact  to the UCSF helipad.  Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area.  As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area.  Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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From: Albert, Peter 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 6:26 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Williams, Annette; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Jefferis, Richard Scott; Malone, Rob; Thornley,
Andy; Willson, Hank
Subject: RE: Warriors follow up
 
Thanks for shepherding all this, Erin.
 
I used the master for comments and added my own comments are on pp 16, 17, 21, 22, 56, 58, 81,
151 and 152.    
 
You’ll see I agree your thoughts in the two areas where you asked for my input.
 
Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
SF Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Ave, Seventh Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(: 415.701.4328
: 415.701.4735
*: peter.albert@sfmta.com
 


From: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 5:25 PM
To: Williams, Annette; Albert, Peter; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Jefferis, Richard Scott; Malone, Rob; Thornley,
Andy; Willson, Hank
Subject: Warriors follow up
Importance: High
 
All,
 
I have combed through the screencheck, noting my own comments, but more importantly where I
think you should review.  I am attaching that document, and I hope to have made it easier for you
with the table below.  You will also see your names in comments relating to the location in the
document or clarification needed.  I may also be looking for blocks of your time on Thursday and/or
Friday to join us at an off-site,  all-day review session. 
 
Please make comments/revisions with your Revisions on in Word, and save the file with your initials
after mine at the end of the title.
 
It is quite possible that I may follow up with additional requests.  But here is the kicker:  I need your
comments by tomorrow – let’s say 3:00 pm.
 
Thanks for your help,
 



http://www.sfmta.com/

mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com





Erin
 
NAME PAGE WHAT RESPONSE
Annette
Williams


5.2-54 ·   Review language for footnote
#20


·    


Peter 5.2-136,
154


·   Review language Note about
sponsor participation in TCC


·   Is the TCC the committee
who would coordinate with
Caltrain or other service
providers to increase service? 
I think so, but want to confirm..


·    


·    


Transit 5.2-86-100 ·   Quick review to see that
methodology looks good to
you


·    


Transit 5.2-149,
151


·   Pls Review ·    


Transit 5.2-174 ·   Emergency vehicles are
allowed to use bus-only
lanes.  What about lightrail
ROW?


·    


  ·   Pls Review ·    


Parking 5.2-54,
135, 136


·   Please review to confirm you
are comfortable with language


·    


Parking 5.2-259 ·   Ok with discussion of RPP? ·    


Hank, TDM 5.2-71-76 ·   Review to confirm you are
comfortable with contents and
language.  (May want to refer
to TMP for most recent TDM
measures in that document)


·    


Adam 5.2-59, 85 ·   Are you coordinating Letter
from Ed? 


·    


 
 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
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From: Miller, Erin
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2-MTA
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:34:29 AM


I'm sorry.  I  understood I was supposed to send it to Chris and Paul.  Anyway, I worked on it last night
and a bit this morning and created a fully merged document with all comments, including Peters.
 NOTE:  because of the way that Peter gave me his comments, the merge caused some strange
moves of tables and "insert map" pages.  However I think the general content is fine.


I'm attaching that updated/merged document here, and copying you AND Chris and Paul.


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration


Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [lubaw@lcwconsulting.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 5:42 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Kern, Chris; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Re: ADSEIR2-MTA


Erin
The 2 Word files you mentioned were not attached to the email. Did I miss something?


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


On May 19, 2015, at 5:24 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Chris and Paul, I copied you both with the 2 word documents that include revisions and
comments from MTA.  Again, I hope the second version of the document with Peter’s
comments is more helpful. 
 
Luba, I’m copying you here to let you know where things stand.  In addition to the
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direct revisions, I wanted to simply share a few direct comments I received in emails,
and also show where I have outstanding comments/review. 
 
NAME PAGE WHAT RESPONSE
Annette
Williams


5.2-54 ·   Review language for
footnote #20


·   No response necessary


Peter 5.2-136,
154


·   Review language Note
about sponsor
participation in TCC


 
·   Is the TCC the


committee who would
coordinate with Caltrain
or other service providers
to increase service?  I
think so, but want to
confirm..
 


·   It might indeed be
appropriate to cite the
 Warriors as new
members of the
BMBTCC.  As written, I
suggested in my
comments that this
notice requirements
should include master
scheduling, even if
GSW don’t join
BMBTCC.


 
·    In the sense that the


BMBTCC helps facilitate
master coordination with
regional providers and
the major venues, yes –
but the major venues
themselves should own
the actual scheduling
efforts with Caltrain and
report back to the
BMBTCC. 
 


Transit 5.2-86-
100


·   Quick review to see that
methodology looks good
to you


·   Yet to receive response


Transit 5.2-149,
151


·   Pls Review ·   Yet to receive response


Transit 5.2-174 ·   Emergency vehicles are
allowed to use bus-only
lanes.  What about
lightrail ROW?


·   Per my discussion
earlier this week with
Tom and Ricardo,
emergency vehicles are
only allowed in the
right-of-way if their
sirens are on. Any
deviation from this
needs to be reviewed at
the Director level. (Julie
K)







 
Parking 5.2-54,


135, 136
·   Please review to confirm


you are comfortable with
language


·   Received in document


Parking 5.2-259 ·   Ok with discussion of
RPP?


·   Received in document
 


Hank, TDM 5.2-71-76 ·   Review to confirm you
are comfortable with
contents and language. 
(May want to refer to
TMP for most recent
TDM measures in that
document)


·   Yet to receive response 


 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy (MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: Construction
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 11:50:48 AM


Clarke:


Thanks for this response; as you indicate, we will not revise the graphic.  Per our meeting yesterday,
we will be preparing a technical memorandum authored by our Airports Group documenting
citeable documents on best management practices, etc. to reduce effects on cranes, and will revise
our SEIR mitigation discussion for your review next week.
 
-Paul
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 11:46 AM
To: Paul Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: Construction
 
Paul,
Thanks for having your group do the quick analysis. I checked with our GC and moving the crane 47’
is not feasible given the position of other cranes on-site and the potential for interference of the
crane tower with other areas of construction on-site. No need to update the graphic. Given the
planned revisions to the Mit Measure that we discussed yesterday, we’d appreciate seeing the
updated text as soon as it’s available for our further review.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 10:58 AM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Construction 
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
At your request, our airports group has determined that if the central-west construction crane mast
is moved due north a minimum of 47 feet from its originally proposed existing location, it would be
outside the UCSF helipad airspace.
 
Consequently, if you were to prepare and submit to us a revised crane layout plan (identical to what
you provided previously provide us - see attached), but moving the central-west crane north of its
existing location (e.g., more than 50 feet), we could revise our SEIR analysis and Figure 5.2-28
appropriately, and find in the SEIR that the construction cranes would not penetrate the UCSF
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helipad airspace. 
 
However, as discussed, the SEIR would still identify the construction crane impact as potentially
significant, requiring mitigation.
 
Please let me know what your proposed action to this email.  We would need your revised
construction crane graphic by today in order to turn around the analysis for the printcheck Draft EIR
next week.
 
Thanks.
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:56:28 PM
Importance: High


Clarke/Kate:
 
Understand you are busy, but we are following up with you regarding the mitigation measures. 
Chris Stiles just responded regarding No. 1, below, but we also need the sponsor’s recommended
approach regarding the No. 2, Event Center Lighting Plan as soon as possible.
 
Can you please provide a status of when this will be provided?  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
 
To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing revised
wording for two mitigation measures:


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies to
air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies to
helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22, 2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
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Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Miller, Erin
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: ADSEIR2-MTA
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:50:07 AM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_051915-emb-pkg-PETER.docx


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration


Urban Planning Initiatives
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [lubaw@lcwconsulting.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:37 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Kern, Chris; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: Re: ADSEIR2-MTA


no document attached.


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


On May 20, 2015, at 8:34 AM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


I'm sorry.  I  understood I was supposed to send it to Chris and Paul.  Anyway, I worked
on it last night and a bit this morning and created a fully merged document with all
comments, including Peters.  NOTE:  because of the way that Peter gave me his
comments, the merge caused some strange moves of tables and "insert map" pages.
 However I think the general content is fine.


I'm attaching that updated/merged document here, and copying you AND Chris and Paul.


Erin Miller Blankinship
Section Lead, Development & Transportation Integration
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound on-ramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, Blue and Gold and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.	Comment by Albert, Peter: I think the Tiburon run is distinctly B&G, not Bay Ferry  	Comment by Albert, Peter: Does this include the 22nd Street Caltrain Station and the ferry landing(s) at AT&T Park?	Comment by Erin Miller Blankinship (home): Response to peter: Diagram does not go far enough south to show 22nd Street Caltrain, or north to show Ferry Building.  AT&T ferry landing is not shown, as it is not part of the public transit system, and therefore not part of the existing transit network


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	 - Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Trains will increase to 2 car consists, and hHeadwaysHeadways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes .	Comment by Erin Miller Blankinship (home): Deleted Peters edit:

“and train car length will increase for many runs from one to two cars.  When Central Subway opens in 2019, a supplemental service between the Central Waterfront (Mariposa Station) and Chinatw9on is proposed, effectively reducing T Third headways at the project site to around 4 minutes at peak periods”  


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



· 33 Stanyan – When the 22 Fillmore trolley coach service is in place, the 33 Stanyan will be rerouted to the current alignment of the 22 Fillmore that terminates at 20th Street and Third Street.  	Comment by Erin Miller Blankinship (home): rephrasing of Peter’s revision.  If these services are not considered as serving the demands of the Arena, then it may be appropriate to exclude them.  MTA defers to the CEQA team.


· 58 24th Street – The 58 24th Street service will replace the alignment of the current 48 Quintara that terminates at 20th Street and Third Street when its service is realigned to serve Candlestick Point.    


Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building, ..


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.  Both are served by local Muni service that also operated adjacent to the project site.  The 4th and King Caltrain Station is provided additional train service to support select special events at AT&T Park (discussed in more detail below).


Caltrain proposes to electrify its main line by 2020, which provides the system with the capacity and operating flexibility to increase frequency of service overall and specific frequencies at select stops.  Caltrain plans to consider such service changes in response to the increased demand as areas around its stations develop and densify, but specific service plan changes to the 4th and King Station and the 22nd Street Station have not yet been confirmed.       


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and the San Francisco Ferry Building. .  San Francisco.


Existing special regional transit service during games and special events at AT&T park is provided by BART; Blue and Gold  Fleet ferry service between Oakland/Alameda, Vallejo and AT&T Park; Golden Gate Transit service between Larkspur and AT&T Park; and Caltrain additional service to the 4th and King station	Comment by Albert, Peter: Important for double-event days





Planned changes to regional transit service in the project vicinity:


· Caltrain proposes to electrify its main line by 2020, which will increase service by one train per hour.


· BART [service/capacity- new trains]


· WETA [terminal expansion – Berkeley, Richmond service]  


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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








Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



California Vehicle Code provides for the use of transit-only lanes, such as on Third Street and as proposed for 16th Street, by emergency vehicles responding to emergencies and using flashing lights and/or sirens.    


Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two pre-season baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often illegally occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible off-street parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015


Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.
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Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces).	Comment by Malone, Rob: Seems fine. [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point at, the south end of the platform, closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.	Comment by Miller, Erin: i think this is the more likely location for the fencing 


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


The project also proposes to include the procurement of up to four (4) light-rail vehicles to increase the Muni service capacity in response to special event demand.  	Comment by Albert, Peter: If this isn’t anywhere else, I suggest we add it here.


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



The project proposes to sponsor one bicycle-sharing station on-site that is consistent and compatible with Bay Area Bike Share in San Francisco. 	Comment by Albert, Peter: If not elsewhere in the report, I suggest it here.


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The TMA Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Pre-event, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Market Street to connect with Muni Metro and at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.
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Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 abovebelow presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26]. The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events.... During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street








· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street
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PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.
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Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· :


· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for event center employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employers and employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· No provision of  parking subsidies to employees.


· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities throughout the event center for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center, office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· 	Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50 for non-senior, able-bodied adults) ) into the cost of all ticketed events. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: LUBA: Re your note that it is from M-TR-2B:  I defer to you, and ask where the most meaningful location would be?  In TDM or as MM?	Comment by Albert, Peter: Today, youth/seniors are free.  This is a temporary arrangement – but perhaps some recognition that the fare is discounted for youth (under 18) or seniors should be here if the free pass program for these groups is disbanded.  


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: ADAM: working with ED and Sonali [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results	Comment by Miller, Erin: TRANSIT PLEASE REVIEW THIS SECTION


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi//,, Transportation Network Company (TNC)TNC,),/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis, and /TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: please don't group taxis and TNCs.  Sensitive item best to stay clear of to the extent possible


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNCtaxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	-Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.2-30 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number 
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Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b





Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan a,b


5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-94	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-104	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-105	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom One-way Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) and Golden Gate Transit ferry service, and the expansion of BART into the South Bay. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan  -– As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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












[bookmark: _Toc412731501]Insert Figure 15	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without a SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios 






[bookmark: _Toc412731502]Insert Figure 16	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios 






table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing ntersectionsintersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:43] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [43: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant...


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:44] These strategies could include the following: [44: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide coordinate outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation time limits, permit parking, etc.  Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Luba:  How much is  "substantially all," and how will we know that this is what is being offered.  Who gets to make that determination?  From what I can see this is an unmeasurable strategy. 


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services to reduce overall vehicle trips as demonstrated by car-sharing advantages over reliance on private automobiles, and to reduce excessive vehicle circulation due to uncertain parking availability..


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:45] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing andUpon implementation of agreed-upon parking meters in the Mission  Bay area, data feeds of meter pricing and/or availability will come online. Project sponsor would work to incorporate pricing and/or availability available data generated by SFpark city parking meters into their its parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [45: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include pricing and/or availability data from the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into its platforms used to disseminate information to the public, including the city’s website, variable message signs and smartphone applications (e.g. SFpark). the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor project sponsor to participate as a member of the MBBTCCin regularly in and to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased , North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.


No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour





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












Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie - TRANSIT TO REVIEW


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts	Comment by Miller, Erin: JUILIE


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.	Comment by Miller, Erin: PETER  is this ok?


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.	Comment by Miller, Erin: PETER... again confirming that this is how the TCC works?


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Miller, Erin: TYPO: assumed that "nor" was incorrect


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side ofofadjacentadjacent toof the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way. The exact location (i.e., east side or west side of the light rail tracks) and the configuration of the fencing has not been identified. 


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour
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			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the proposeproposedpropose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.	Comment by Miller, Erin: SCOTT /JULIE- same for 3rd Street??  Can emergency vehicles use the T Third ROW?


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.


During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with aan overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


_________________________


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.


The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [49: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.





_________________________






_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.
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Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 








By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.









Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.
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Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, some of which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (currently maximum limits parking during ato a maximum of two- or four-hour -hours, depending on the block, period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street.more challenging to findto parking on the street. Expansion of an existing RPP area, of altering of the existing time-limit and/or time-of-day of enforcement for an RPP zone, is typically a resident-driven process. If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, the SFMTA will coordinate with them, and other local stakeholders, to explore alteration/expansion of Area X and other possible parking management strategies to address spillover parking in residential areas. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of 
Insert Figure 5.2-26



minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle 
Insert Figure 5.2-27



Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Insert Figure 5.2-28



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace Insert Figure 5.2-29



surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


OCII Case No. XXXXXX	118	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-272	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision
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Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision
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SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [lubaw@lcwconsulting.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 5:42 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Kern, Chris; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Re: ADSEIR2-MTA


Erin
The 2 Word files you mentioned were not attached to the email. Did I miss
something?


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


On May 19, 2015, at 5:24 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:


Chris and Paul, I copied you both with the 2 word documents that include
revisions and comments from MTA.  Again, I hope the second version of
the document with Peter’s comments is more helpful. 
 
Luba, I’m copying you here to let you know where things stand.  In
addition to the direct revisions, I wanted to simply share a few direct
comments I received in emails, and also show where I have outstanding
comments/review. 
 
NAME PAGE WHAT RESPONSE
Annette
Williams


5.2-54 ·   Review language
for footnote #20


·   No response
necessary


Peter 5.2-136,
154


·   Review language
Note about sponsor
participation in TCC


 
·   Is the TCC the


committee who


·   It might indeed be
appropriate to cite
the  Warriors as
new members of
the BMBTCC.  As
written, I suggested



mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com





would coordinate
with Caltrain or
other service
providers to
increase service?  I
think so, but want to
confirm..
 


in my comments
that this notice
requirements
should include
master scheduling,
even if GSW don’t
join BMBTCC.


 
·    In the sense that


the BMBTCC helps
facilitate master
coordination with
regional providers
and the major
venues, yes – but
the major venues
themselves should
own the actual
scheduling efforts
with Caltrain and
report back to the
BMBTCC. 
 


Transit 5.2-86-
100


·   Quick review to see
that methodology
looks good to you


·   Yet to receive
response


Transit 5.2-149,
151


·   Pls Review ·   Yet to receive
response


Transit 5.2-174 ·   Emergency
vehicles are allowed
to use bus-only
lanes.  What about
lightrail ROW?


·   Per my discussion
earlier this week
with Tom and
Ricardo, emergency
vehicles are only
allowed in the right-
of-way if their
sirens are on. Any
deviation from this
needs to be
reviewed at the
Director level. (Julie
K)
 


Parking 5.2-54,
135, 136


·   Please review to
confirm you are
comfortable with
language


·   Received in
document


Parking 5.2-259 ·   Ok with discussion ·   Received in







of RPP? document
 


Hank, TDM 5.2-71-
76


·   Review to confirm
you are comfortable
with contents and
language.  (May
want to refer to
TMP for most
recent TDM
measures in that
document)


·   Yet to receive
response 


 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
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Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
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https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets






From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: jblout@stradasf.com; cmiller@stradasf.com; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine


(MYR); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Infographic for DSEIR Release
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:35:59 AM


For the DSEIR release in early June, Phillip will create maps of baseline transportation improvements
coming to Mission Bay and planned service improvements for arena events as well as one of his
famous infographics.  Below are some key stats/visuals to start with for the infographic.  Let me
know as you have edits or think of others to include.
 


•          Opening date: in time for 2018-2019 season
•          Warriors arena avg attendance (9,300) = 22% of avg AT&T attendance (41,300)
•          Warriors arena capacity attendance (18,064) = 43% of capacity AT&T attendance(42,000)
•          On-site bike valet spaces: up to 400 (more than AT&T Park)
•          Funds the SFMTA purchase of 4 new light rail vehicles as well as improvements to the T-


Third trackway
•          Public $s in the land and construction of the arena: $0
•          Arena projected to generate $14.1 Million/year in tax revenues
•          3.2 acres of plazas and public space (approx. 30% of the site)
•          Arena will be designed to LEED Gold standards
•          On April 30, 2015, Governor Brown certified the project as an Environmental Leadership


Development Project (more info: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/2015.02.17_GSW_Blocks29-
32_AB900_Application_Submission.pdf)


•          Triggers construction of new 5.5 acre Bayfront Park and ___ units of affordable housing in
Mission Bay


•          Over 2,700 FTEs on-site plus an estimated __  construction jobs and up to 1,100 additional
FTEs during events


•          Will return the Warriors to SF after 47 years, create a much needed new venue for special
events and activate Mission Bay with up to 125,000 gsf of neighborhood serving retail
 


Thanks,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: "Clarke Miller"; Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Beauchamp, Kevin; "Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)"; "David Carlock


(david.carlock@machetegroup.com)"; "Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com)";
"vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com"; Yamauchi, Lori


Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors" Construction Cranes
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 10:07:01 AM


Hello Clarke,
 
We have reviewed the ADEIR section and have a number of questions and concerns about the
construction cranes.   We would like to set up a working meeting to discuss the issues and develop a
workable plan for all involved – something more specific than the mitigation currently identified in
the ADEIR.   Besides those on this email, are there others on the City/Warriors side who should
participate?  Please let me know, and I will have Kim Woo in our office set this up.  I will invite our
helipad consultant and Calstar pilots.
 
Thanks.  Diane
 


From: Wong, Diane C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 8:59 AM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David
Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Clarke, thanks for the message.  I agree with your suggested approach.  We’ll take a look at the
analysis and let you know if there are significant issues.
 
Diane
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Wong, Diane C.; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David
Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Diane,
I was just informed by ESA that the draft section of the EIR which covers the issue of the helicopter
flight path will be ready for review shortly and will be shared with UCSF as we’ve done in the past.
Given that the analysis is complete, it seems prudent to for us all to review that section, flag any
issues, and then schedule a follow-up meeting if any significant issues are raised. Please let us know
if this approach is acceptable to you.
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Regards,
Clarke
 
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 9:15 PM
To: 'Wong, Diane C.'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); David
Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Hi Diane,
Thanks for the offer. We did have an opportunity for a conference call with your helicopter
consultant last November (I don’t recall whether you were able to participate or not), but I don’t
think it hurts to have an additional conversation now that ESA (our CEQA consultant, copied here) is
performing a more detailed analysis for the EIR. I’d recommend ESA participate in the meeting, as
well as a member of our GC. Do you have dates in mind?
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 3:23 PM
To: Catherine Reilly; Clarke Miller
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Catherine and Clarke,
 
A while back we discussed the potential for us to meet with the Warriors’ construction contractors
to share information about the UCSF flight paths, and to discuss ways to minimize potential impacts
on those flight paths from the Warriors’ construction cranes.   Although we understand the issue will
be discussed in the Warriors’ EIR, we think such a meeting would be helpful, and could also inform
the EIR analysis.  We could bring along our helipad consultant who could share information about
FAA and Caltrans requirements, as well as a couple of pilots from Calstar, the air ambulance
company that serves the hospital, who can provide feedback based on actual practice and flight
experience.
 
Would you be open to such a meeting?  If so, I can have Kim Woo in our office schedule it.
 
Thanks.  Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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From: Jessica Zimmer
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Brandin, Benjamin (CII); Myall, Hilde (CII); Hussain, Lila (ADM); Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Subject: Introduction from Potrero View reporter
Date: Saturday, May 16, 2015 9:48:09 AM


Dear Ms. Bohee, Ms. Myall, and Ms. Hussain,


Hello, this is Jessica Zimmer of the Potrero View. I am a new reporter covering
specific real estate projects and transportation in Mission Bay, Potrero Hill,
Dogpatch, and Hunter's Point. I am interested in progress on affordable/low-income
housing as well. Potrero View is a local community monthly paper
(http://www.potreroview.net). I wanted to say hello and let you know my contact
info. My cell phone number is (352) 870-8352 PST. I am sometimes available to
come observe critical meetings. I come in from the North Bay right now.


The topics I am covering right now include:


1. Changeover for artists from old studios to coming new building, and progress on
the new residential and commercial development, by Lennar Urban at Hunter's Point
Shipyard.
2. Progress on the San Francisco Giants' proposed Mission Rock development in
Mission Bay.
3. Progress on the Golden State Warriors' proposed arena in Mission Bay.
4. Changes in transportation, traffic management, and construction in Potrero
Terrace and Annex public housing sites. 


I met Catherine and Ben at the recent Mission Bay CAC meeting this past Thursday.
I look forward to hearing from Ben going forward. I wish Catherine well in her new
position. 


Here is an older article of mine, which shows the "long take" we usually do on
complex topics. We always want to include community responses. 


Warriors Working to Resolve Transportation Issues Prompted by New Arena
http://www.potreroview.net/news11335.html


I look forward to hearing from you. Have a good weekend. 


Sincerely,
Jessica Zimmer
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From: Wong, Diane C.
To: "Clarke Miller"
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com);


David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com);
vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; Yamauchi, Lori


Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors" Construction Cranes
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 8:44:04 AM


Sounds good, thank you.  We will contact folks for their availability.  Diane
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 9:51 PM
To: Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Catherine Reilly; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul Mitchell
(pmitchell@esassoc.com); vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; Yamauchi, Lori
Subject: Re: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Hi Diane,
 
The group here generally appears to be the appropriate list of attendees. Paul at ESA may want
whomever ran the flight path analysis at ESA to attend as well. 
 
We're in several upcoming all-day CEQA meetings, so if we can't assemble the full group here in a
timely manner, I recommend we proceed with a smaller subset who can meet this week or early
next week, and then they report out to their respective teams. 
 
Thanks,
Clarke


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On May 15, 2015, at 10:06 AM, Wong, Diane C. <Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu> wrote:


Hello Clarke,
 
We have reviewed the ADEIR section and have a number of questions and concerns
about the construction cranes.   We would like to set up a working meeting to discuss
the issues and develop a workable plan for all involved – something more specific than
the mitigation currently identified in the ADEIR.   Besides those on this email, are there
others on the City/Warriors side who should participate?  Please let me know, and I
will have Kim Woo in our office set this up.  I will invite our helipad consultant and
Calstar pilots.
 
Thanks.  Diane
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From: Wong, Diane C. 
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2015 8:59 AM
To: 'Clarke Miller'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Clarke, thanks for the message.  I agree with your suggested approach.  We’ll take a
look at the analysis and let you know if there are significant issues.
 
Diane
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 28, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Wong, Diane C.; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Diane,
I was just informed by ESA that the draft section of the EIR which covers the issue of
the helicopter flight path will be ready for review shortly and will be shared with UCSF
as we’ve done in the past. Given that the analysis is complete, it seems prudent to for
us all to review that section, flag any issues, and then schedule a follow-up meeting if
any significant issues are raised. Please let us know if this approach is acceptable to
you.
Regards,
Clarke
 
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Monday, April 27, 2015 9:15 PM
To: 'Wong, Diane C.'; Catherine Reilly
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin; Kate Aufhauser
(kaufhauser@warriors.com); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Paul
Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com
Subject: RE: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Hi Diane,
Thanks for the offer. We did have an opportunity for a conference call with your
helicopter consultant last November (I don’t recall whether you were able to
participate or not), but I don’t think it hurts to have an additional conversation now
that ESA (our CEQA consultant, copied here) is performing a more detailed analysis for
the EIR. I’d recommend ESA participate in the meeting, as well as a member of our GC.
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Do you have dates in mind?
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Wong, Diane C. [mailto:Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2015 3:23 PM
To: Catherine Reilly; Clarke Miller
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: Meeting re: Warriors' Construction Cranes
 
Catherine and Clarke,
 
A while back we discussed the potential for us to meet with the Warriors’ construction
contractors to share information about the UCSF flight paths, and to discuss ways to
minimize potential impacts on those flight paths from the Warriors’ construction
cranes.   Although we understand the issue will be discussed in the Warriors’ EIR, we
think such a meeting would be helpful, and could also inform the EIR analysis.  We
could bring along our helipad consultant who could share information about FAA and
Caltrans requirements, as well as a couple of pilots from Calstar, the air ambulance
company that serves the hospital, who can provide feedback based on actual practice
and flight experience.
 
Would you be open to such a meeting?  If so, I can have Kim Woo in our office schedule
it.
 
Thanks.  Diane
 
Diane Wong
Principal Planner / Environmental Coordinator
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, 2nd Floor
San Francisco, CA  94143-0286
(415) 502-5952
diane.wong@ucsf.edu
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Sunday, May 24, 2015 11:03:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Paul,
 
I have been in touch w/ GSW and we are working to get something that the team can approve by
Tuesday. We understand the tight timeline and very much appreciate your patience. If I can get the
proper sign-offs sooner I will send along new language asap.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:56 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Bollinger, Brett; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);
WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
Understand you are busy, but we are following up with you regarding the mitigation measures. 
Chris Stiles just responded regarding No. 1, below, but we also need the sponsor’s recommended
approach regarding the No. 2, Event Center Lighting Plan as soon as possible.
 
Can you please provide a status of when this will be provided?  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Joyce 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
 
To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing revised
wording for two mitigation measures:


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies to
air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies to
helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22, 2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Chris Sanchez; Paul Mitchell
Subject: Warriors, Alternatives, AQ analysis
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 3:37:57 PM
Attachments: 7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.docx


7_Alternatives_GSW MB ADSEIR 3.pdf


Jessica,
Chris Kern asked me to contact you directly about the need for your review of the
quantitative AQ analysis of the Warriors alternatives.  The Alternatives section is
attached (Word version, and pdf version with figures).


To help expedite your review, there are 3 alternatives: No Project (which is a build
alternative under the existing Redev. Plan), Reduced Intensity, and Off-site
Alternative at Piers 30-32/SWL 330. You can find the relevant sections you need to
review as follows:


1. Section 7.3.1: No Project Alternative, description on page 7-19, AQ analysis
starts on p. 7-32


2. Section 7.3.2: Reduced Intensity Alternative, description on page 7-43, AQ
analysis starts on p. 7-53


3. Section 7.3.3: Off-site Alternative, description on page 7-64, AQ analysis starts
on p. 7-79


4. Summary table comparing significant impacts of the project and alternatives,
AQ impacts starts on p. 7-101


If possible and if necessary, we can address any comments on this Alternatives
analysis at tomorrow's work session on May 19.  


Thank you in advance, and again, for all your help on this project.
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Alternatives


Introduction


This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi-purpose event center and mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, with the intent of developing feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons for their elimination. 


CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis


The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. 


CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the proponent). The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives:


· [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b])


· The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c])


· The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. (Section 15126.6[e][1])


· The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed decision-making. (Section 15126.6[f])


Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet most of the Plans objectives. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included: 


· No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as much residential and non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 80 percent less non-residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans.


· Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more housing and 80 percent less non-residential development compared to the proposed Plans. 


The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be somewhat lessened though not to a less-than-significant level. The Residential/Open Space Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative.


As a program-level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program-level alternatives that addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29-32. This SEIR, as discussed below, addresses site-specific alternatives for Blocks 29-32.


Organization of this Chapter


Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 7.5.


Alternatives Selection


This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR. 


Project Objectives


As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented below, were used in the identification and analysis of alternatives. In addition to being feasible and reducing environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the project's basic objectives. 


The project sponsor’s objectives of the proposed project are to: 


· Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


· Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


· Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


· Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


· Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


· Develop a project that creates a visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project’s overall feasibility.


· Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000-4,000 seat facility.


· Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


Summary of Significant Impacts


As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Significant and Unavoidable Impacts


The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR.


Transportation and Circulation


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-2, TR11, TR-18, and C-TR-2)


1. The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-3, TR-12, TR-19, and C-TR-3)


1. The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact TR-20)


1. The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR-5, TR-14, TR-21, and C-TR-5)


Noise and Vibration


1. Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact NO-5)


1. Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-NO-2)


Air Quality


1. Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-1)


1. During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact AQ-2)


1. The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact CAQ1)


Wind


1. The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially increase the number of wind hazard hours at off-site public areas, and while feasible mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements have not been finalized. (Impact WS-1)


Utilities


1. The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the control of the project sponsor. (Impact C-UT-2)


· The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUC's existing commitments, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C-UT-4)


Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than Significant


The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of which could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with implementation of identified mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS).


Transportation and Circulation


· The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to provide additional Muni transit service during overlapping events would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-13 and Impact C-TR-4)


· The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR-6, TR-15, TR-22, and CTR-6)


· Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR-9 and Impact C-TR-9)


Noise


· Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO-4)


1. Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C-NO-1).


Air Quality


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions minimization measures. (Impact AQ-3)


· The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ-4)


 Hydrology and Water Quality


· Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. (Impact HY-6)


Cultural Resources 


· Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP-2 and Impact C-CP-1, Initial Study)


Biological Resources 


· Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI-4, Initial Study)


Hazards and Hazardous Materials 


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-1, Initial Study)


· As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ-2, Initial Study)


Alternatives Screening and Selection


Alternatives Screening


In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project-level SEIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be feasible. An EIR need not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation.


Screening Process


The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their feasibility, and the feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR.


Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions.


Traffic-related Impacts


Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen traffic impacts could include further decreasing project-generated traffic through reducing the scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the event center) or by relocating to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These strategies are discussed below.


Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts


As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re-locate the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected wastewater demand.


Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts


As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year-round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event-center related impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below.


UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts


Chapter 5, Section 5.2, included an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. This strategy is discussed below.


Wind Hazards Impacts at Off-site Public Areas


Chapter 5, Section 5.6, determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to confirm site-specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated in Mitigation Measure M-WS-1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off-site Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS-1 was identified as significant and unavoidable with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M-WS-1 and develop appropriate project design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off-site pubic areas to less than significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less-than-significant wind hazards impacts.


Construction-related Impacts


Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds. 


Section 5.4, Chapter 5 identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; these measure represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed-use development) would represent a potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is discussed below. With respect to construction-related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures; however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These strategies are discussed below.


Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on-site alternative strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. Off-site alternatives, depending on the location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts.


Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts


Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject risk management plan for exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on-site alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off-site alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant impacts, is discussed below.


Bird Collisions Impact


The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP-IS) identified the potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the City's Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to implement bird safe building practices would mitigate this impact to less than significant. This mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere within the Plan area. For any off-site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards for Bird-Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to address this impact.


Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts


As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site.


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses


This strategy was determined to be feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This alternative was developed with the intent of reducing traffic- and construction-related impacts, and Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center


As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic-related and event-center impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities (19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). However, while the event center is designed to meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year-round venue for a variety of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation.


If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064 capacity would be the fourth lowest capacity in the league. The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity of the Warriors' current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even though the current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities and the overwhelming market demand for season tickets. 


Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center-related impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certain that reducing the size/scale of the event center could effectively or substantially lessen traffic-related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives analysis.


Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site


Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and/or future use-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32. However, the feasibility of an alternate location is highly site-specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off-site alternative based in part on scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project.


Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, Alternative C, Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the most feasible option for an off-site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning Department for a proposed event center and mixed-use development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a feasible location for an off-site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site suitability, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.


Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsor's decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure B in June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure F to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off-site locations considered and eliminated from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least three prior ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the Downtown Ballpark" (Proposition P) in November 1989, "Ballpark" (Proposition B) in March 1996, and "Candlestick Point Stadium Land Use" (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, relocating the preferred project to its previously proposed location with many of the project elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off-site alternative despite the abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval.


Therefore, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic-related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction-related impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project. 


Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis


The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIR:


· Alternative A: No Project Alternative


· Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


· Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 


These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are feasible options that would meet most of the project objectives. Table 7-1 summarizes and compares the characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of their environmental impacts. Table 7-2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet the project objectives.
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Table 7-1
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32/SWL 330





			Summary


			


			


			


			





			Size, gross square feet (gsf)


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  580,000 other office uses
  125,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,955,000  Total


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial
     31,700 retail 
1,087,700  Total


			  750,000 event center
    25,000 GSW offices
  348,000 other office uses
    75,000 retail use
  475,000 parking and loading
1,673,000  Total


			   694,944 event center, including GSW offices
      25,946  event hall
      90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
      13,172 services
    252,554 parking and loading
        1,820 Red's Java House
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30-32


  208,844 residential at SWL 330
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330
     29,854 retail at SWL 330
  106,339 parking at SWL 330
    11,447 support at SWL 330
  534,890  Total at SWL 330





			Parking, number of spaces


			950 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			1,050 spaces onsite


			750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off-site


			500 at Piers 30-32
259 at SWL 330





			Public Open Space


			3.2 acres


			Not defined


			3.2 acres


			7.26 acres on Piers 30-32





			Event Center


			


			


			


			





			Location


			Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, Blocks 29-32


			Oracle Arena, Oakland
(rebuilt, or possibly re-located)


			Same as Project


			Piers 30-32 and SWL 330





			Basketball Seating Capacity, number of seats


			18,064


			19,596


			Same as Project


			Same as Project





			Size of Event Center, gsf 


			750,000


			~ 500,000


			Same as Project


			694,944





			GSW Management Offices and Practice Facilities, gsf


			25,000


			~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown Oakland


			Same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Operations


			Approx. 225 events per year
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Same as existing, in Oakland
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)








			Same as Project


			Same as Project








Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Mixed-Use Development 


			


			


			


			





			Total Mixed Uses (non-event center), gsf


			580,000, office use
125,000, retail use


			1,056,000 commercial/industrial/retail





			373,000 office use
 75,000 retail use


			  90,000 retail at Piers 30-32
   29,854 retail at SWL 330
208,844 residential at SWL 330
178,406 hotel at SWL 330





			Maximum Height, feet


(Building heights are measured from finished grade to top of building, consistent with the South Design for Development. Heights of proposed office and retail buildings excludes unoccupied top floor level with mechanical equipment.)


			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 31, Podium: 90 feet 





			Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet 


Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 feet  (7 stories)


Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 stories) 





			Blocks 29-32, Event Center: 135 feet 


Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet 


Block 29, Podium: 90 feet 


Block 31: 55 feet 





			Event Center at Piers 30-32: 128 feet 


Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 feet


Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet





			Operations


			Year-round operations, 7 days a week
(see Chapter 3, Project Description)


			Typical year-round schedule expected for commercial/industrial/retail uses


			Same as Project


			Event Center, same as Project


Typical year-round schedule expected for retail/residential/hotel uses





			Construction


			


			


			


			





			Duration


			26 months


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			32 months





			Construction Hours


			Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., plus some nights and weekends


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project


			Approx. same as Project





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			Project approvals


			See Chapter 3


			· Approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29-32


· Approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for the project





			Same as Project


			· United States Corps of Engineers


· United States Fish and Wildlife Service


· National Marine Fisheries Service


· State Lands Commission


· San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission











Table 7-1 (Continued)
COMPARISON OF PROPOSED Project AND ALTERNATIVES


			Characteristic


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-Site at Piers 30-32





			Permits and Approvals


			


			


			


			





			


			


			· San Francisco Department of Public Works and Board of Supervisors approval of subdivision maps, including acceptance of public improvements, and right-of-way dedications


· Termination or relocation of existing City-reserved easements by applicable City departments to the extent required


· San Francisco Department of Building Inspection approval of a building/site permit, and related approvals from other City departments include the SFPUC for utility connections


· Approval from UCSF to terminate view easement [NOTE TO REVIEWERS: PLEASE CONFIRM if the last four bullets, which apply to the proposed project, would also apply to the No Project alternative.]


			Same as Project


			· California Department of Fish and Wildlife


· San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB)


·  San Francisco Planning Commission


· San Francisco Port Commission


· San Francisco Board of Supervisors















Table 7-2 
Summary of Ability of Alternatives to Meet Project Objectives


			Project Objective


			Alternative A:
No Project


			Alternative B:
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C:
Off-site at 
Piers 3032/SWL 330





			


			Would the alternative meet this objective?





			1.  Construct a state-of-the-art, local and regional-serving, multi-purpose event center in San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year-round for sporting events and entertainment, and convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the City's tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center and mixed-use development.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			2. Build complementary mixed-use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and regional visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, and allows for a financially feasible project.


			Potentially


			Financial feasibility unknown


			Financial feasibility unknown





			3. Develop a project that meets high-quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of transportation.


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			6. Develop a project that creates an active visitor-serving destination that is active year-round, provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the project's overall feasibility.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes





			7. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility


			No


			Yes


			Yes





			8. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended.


			Potentially


			Yes


			Yes
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Alternatives Analysis


This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project.


Alternative A: No Project 


As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to allow decision-makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved.


Description of the No Project Alternative


Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to San Francisco, and Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with the proposed event center and mixed-use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29-32, but given its prime location, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29-32 would occur in the foreseeable future.  Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29-32 would remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 29-32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development.


For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all building to be a maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160-foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in Figure 7-1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet (gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29-32, for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13-story, 160-foot tall office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid-rise buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One- to two-story retail uses would located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re-aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five- to five-and-a-half-story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided amidst the office buildings. 


This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development would be needed, although OCII would make that final determination as to the need for supplemental CEQA environmental review on a project-specific basis. 


Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year-round visitor-serving destination that meets high quality urban design and high-level sustainability standards, and promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and other green building technologies. 






INSERT FIGURE 7-1
NO PROJECT DESCRIPTION SITE PLAN






Impacts of the No Project Alternative 


The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR applicable to Blocks 29-32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the development, and the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical development scenario on Blocks 29-32 described above and does not consider any effects associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, which, given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere. 


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on-site loading spaces would be provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on-street parking spaces adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site.


Table 7-3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7-3, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an 


7. Alternatives





7. Alternatives








Case No. 2010.0493E	7-37	The 34th America’s Cup and James R. Herman
210317		Cruise Terminal and Northeast Wharf Plaza





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-54	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	7-55	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision


[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 7-3
Proposed projecT and ProjeCt Alternatives Trip Generation by Mode, 
Land Use – Weekday PM and Saturday evening PEAK HOURs


			Project Land Use


			Proposed Project – No Eventa


			Alternative A


No Project Alternativeb


			Alternative B


Reduced Intensity Alternative –
 No Eventc


			Alternative C


Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 – No Eventd





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Othere


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other


			Total





			Weekday PM


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			0


			0


			0


			0


			6


			14


			3


			22


			8


			11


			2


			21





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			520


			884


			221


			1,625


			183


			312


			79


			574


			21


			26


			8


			55





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,041


			360


			441


			1,843


			180


			43


			69


			292


			624


			217


			264


			1,105


			468


			353


			469


			1,290





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			157


			124


			140


			421





			Total person trips


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			700


			927


			290


			1,917


			813


			543


			346


			1,702


			654


			514


			619


			1,787





			Vehicle trips


			702


			--


			--


			--


			445


			--


			--


			--


			427


			--


			--


			--


			355


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			255


			--


			--


			--


			80


			--


			--


			--


			154


			--


			--


			--


			149


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			447


			--


			--


			--


			365


			--


			--


			--


			273


			--


			--


			--


			206


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			881


			--


			--


			--


			927


			--


			--


			--


			543


			--


			--


			--


			514


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			157


			--


			--


			--


			42


			--


			--


			--


			94


			--


			--


			--


			177


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			724


			--


			--


			--


			885


			--


			--


			--


			448


			--


			--


			--


			337


			--


			--





			Saturday Evening 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			7


			17


			3


			27


			13


			29


			5


			47


			4


			11


			2


			17


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Retail/Restaurant


			1,700


			656


			747


			3,103


			94


			22


			36


			152


			1,020


			393


			449


			1,862


			843


			678


			804


			2,324





			Residential and Hotel


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			134


			115


			107


			357





			Total person trips


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130


			107


			51


			41


			199


			1,024


			404


			451


			1,879


			976


			792


			911


			2,680





			Vehicle trips


			785


			--


			--


			--


			60


			--


			--


			--


			471


			--


			--


			--


			435


			--


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			367


			--


			--


			--


			24


			--


			--


			--


			220


			--


			--


			--


			192


			--


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			418


			--


			--


			--


			36


			--


			--


			--


			251


			--


			--


			--


			293


			--


			--


			--





			Transit trips


			--


			673


			--


			--


			--


			51


			--


			--


			--


			404


			--


			--


			--


			792


			--


			--





			- Inbound


			--


			261


			--


			--


			--


			8


			--


			--


			--


			156


			--


			--


			--


			279


			--


			--





			- Outbound


			--


			413


			--


			--


			--


			43


			--


			--


			--


			248


			--


			--


			--


			513


			--


			--





			NOTES:


a	Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


b	The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use.


c	The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit-down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center.


d	The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit-down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227-room hotel, and a 695,000 gsf event center.


e	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.











event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the proposed project’s No Event scenario. 


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7-3, above). The intersection LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-4 and Table 7-5 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project, however the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. present The freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7-6 and Table 7-7 for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and I-80 and I-280 freeway ramps would not occur. 



table 7-4
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			73.0


			E


			72.9


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			52.6


			D


			52.7


			D





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			35.5


			D


			33.0


			C





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			27.0


			C


			27.0


			C





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.1(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			26.9


			C


			27.7


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			10.9 (nb)


			B


			11.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			31.3


			C


			31.2


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			26.3


			C


			25.7


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			37.3


			D


			37.8


			D





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			67.9


			E


			73.4


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			14.8 (sb)


			B


			15.8


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			37.3


			D


			39.4


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.5


			B


			14.0


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			26.6


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			12.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			46.4


			D


			48.5


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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












table 7-5
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			26.7


			C


			27.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			22.7


			C


			22.9


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.5


			C


			29.4


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			27.1


			C


			27.3


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			13.4


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			11.6


			B


			12.1


			B





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A


			< 10 


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B


			17.4


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3(eb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			<10(nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			10.7


			B


			12.6


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			14.1


			B


			13.1


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			< 10


			A


			11.0


			B





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			18.8


			B


			22.8


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			15.2


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			16.8


			B


			19.0


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			16.1


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.4


			B


			17.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





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









table 7-6
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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

















table 7-7
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Alternative Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Proposed Project 


			No Project Alternative


			Reduced Intensity Alternative





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			25


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			16


			B


			17


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at AT&T Park would not occur.


Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the No Project Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 


Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed project).


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.  


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which were identified for the proposed project, would not be required. 


Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7-8. 


Table 7-8
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, No Project Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.3


			0.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			62.8


			2.5


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.0


			0.6


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.2


			0.7


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus No Project Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			64.8


			0.1


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.2


			0.1


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			55.8


			1.1


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.0


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			61.7


			0.3


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			60.6


			0.2


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.


b	This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and egress routing during events.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


_______________________


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. due to post-basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project. 


Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternative's contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project.


Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would avoid this significant and unavoidable impact.


Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). However, while construction activities for the No Project Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. Table 7-9 presents the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. 



Table 7-9
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Total


			37


			49


			2.3


			2.2





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena under the proposed project. Table 7-10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.


Table 7-10
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions for the No Project Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			14


			31


			22


			6.3





			Energy


			0.54


			4.9


			0.37


			0.37





			Area Sources


			20


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			35


			36


			22


			6.7





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			2.6


			5.6


			4.0


			1.2





			Energy


			0.10


			0.89


			0.07


			0.07





			Area Sources


			3.6


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			6.3


			6.5


			4.1


			1.2





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			No


			No


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015


Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in Table 7-11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.


[bookmark: _Toc401234471]Table 7-11
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors
 for the No Project Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.14


			0.14





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8


			8.8





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.06


			0.06





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. As shown in Table 7-12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one million. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 


Table 7-12
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors for the No Project Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(Child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			12


			0.6


			8





			Project Operations – Generators


			30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total 


			75.2


			63.8


			89.2





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant ?


			No


			No


			No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by resulting in non-attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2a (Recue Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M-AQ-2b (Emission Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips). 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Even though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site there would be only one 160-foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known 


However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development.


Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be less.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


No Project Alternative – Conclusions


The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no impact. 


The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Traffic impacts at study intersection and I-80 and I-280 associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· All transportation impacts under the "With an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Park" scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.)


· Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.). 


The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 


· Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative


This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed intensity of development at Blocks 29-32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above. 


Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative


The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this SEIR, is designed to reduce traffic- and construction-related impacts that were identified for the proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the event center's design and siting on Blocks 29-32, but the mixed use development of commercial-industrial-retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on-site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf. 


In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160-foot-tall office towers; the 16th Street tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid-block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7-2.


Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project.



INSERT FIGURE 7-2
REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN



Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


As shown in Table 7-2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed-use portion of the development has not yet been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative


Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed-use development, regardless of the size of the mixed-use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP-IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project.


Land Use


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle parking spaces (750 on-site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2-24).


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday evening peak hour (see Table 7-3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 westbound off-ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project, however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario. Table 7-6 and Table 7-7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer vehicle trips to the I-280 and I-80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project-specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. 


Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections (King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and one I-80 freeway ramp (I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp). Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit would be less than significant.  


Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less-than-significant impacts with mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in fewer person-trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include on-site and on-street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., 11 on-site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.


Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Similar the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp locations). 


Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M-TR-9d, Event Center Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 


Noise


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-C-NO-1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternative's contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant.


Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-NO-4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified Sound) and M-NO-4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this impact to less than significant. 


Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7-13 as compared to Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be less than significant. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3-9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Density Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for this alternative and is not shown in Table 7-13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7-13. Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same under this alternative as for the proposed project. 



Table 7-13
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Reduced INTensity Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			 69.1


			69.7


			0.6


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			69.9


			69.9


			0.0


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			60.3


			63.3


			3.0


			No





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			59.8


			59.8


			0.0


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			66.4


			67.2


			0.8


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			65.5


			66.5


			1.0


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2015)


			Existing plus Reduced Intensity Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street 


			64.7


			66.9


			2.2


			No





			Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street


			65.1


			65.3


			0.4


			No





			Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street


			54.7


			61.1


			6.4


			Yes





			Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street


			54.0


			54.9


			0.9


			No





			16th Street between Third Street and I-280


			61.4


			63.8


			2.4


			No





			Mariposa Street between Third Street and I-280


			60.4


			64.7


			4.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015





Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street.


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site.


Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Density Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-14,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Density Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Density Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 





Table 7-14
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			13


			175


			7.1


			7.1





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.45


			1.34





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			66


			246


			8.6


			8.5





			Significance Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015






Table 7-15
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off-road Equipment





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.52


			93


			0.6


			0.6





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			14.6


			70


			1.5


			1.3





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			39


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			54


			164


			2.0


			1.9





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-16, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.






Table 7-16
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile with TSP


			34


			90


			64


			18





			Standby Diesel Generators


			0.30


			0.97


			0.04


			0.04





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			28


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			64


			105


			67


			21





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.2


			16


			12


			3.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.055


			0.18


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Boilers


			.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			5.2


			<0.01


			<0.01


			<0.01





			Total


			12


			19


			12.3


			3.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4-10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during construction would be 8.9 µg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Following completion of construction activities, the Reduced Density Alternative’s operational sources would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7-17. As shown in this table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during project operations would be 9.0 µg/m3. Furthermore, at no off-site location, during construction or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 µg/m3 threshold. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 





Table 7-17
Annual Average PM2.5 Concentrations at off-site Receptors 
for the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			PM2.5 Concentration
(µg/m3, Annual Average)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			Construction





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			0.31


			0.31





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			0.053


			0.053





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			8.8/8.5


			8.9/8.7





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			Operation





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			8.5


			8.6





			Project Operations – Generators


			0.055


			0.055





			Project Operations – Mobile


			0.32


			0.32





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)


			8.9


			9.0





			Significance Threshold


			10


			10





			Significant?


			No


			No





			SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off-site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4-11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7-18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Density Alternative ’s unmitigated construction emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million and unmitigated operational emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 in one million at this receptor location. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4-11. With the minimum level of compliance with this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the significance threshold of 100 per one million.  


Table 7-18
Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk at off-site Receptors 
FOR the Reduced INTensity Alternative


			


			Excess Cancer Risk (in one million)





			Source


			UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor


			UCSF Hospital Receptor 





			


			Child Resident


			Adult Resident


			(child Resident)





			Background at the maximally impacted receptor 


			26


			26


			44





			Unmitigated Construction Contribution


			54


			2.8


			28





			Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction Contribution


			9.2


			0.48


			4.8





			Project Operations – Generators


			 30


			30


			30





			Project Operations – Mobile


			7.2


			7.2


			7.2





			Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)


			117/72


			66/64


			109/86





			Significance Threshold


			100


			100


			100





			Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?


			Yes/No


			No/No


			Yes/No





			


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015











While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off-site location, would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with mitigation. The Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which include offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Reduced Density Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off-site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135-foot tall event center in the east and central part of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160-foot tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160-foot-tall tower (along South Street) and a 55-foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off-site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known. 


However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development 


Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at capacity, and new development at Blocks 29-32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced.


Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as they did for the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M-C-UT-4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Geology and Soils


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative's construction-related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality.


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP.


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100-year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed-use development on Blocks 29-32, regardless of the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29-32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. It would generally have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP-IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.  


The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative.


However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to: 


· Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.)


· Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.)


· Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities (Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


· Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.)


Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all of the basic objectives of the project. 


Alternative C: Off-site Alternative at Piers 3032 / Seawall Lot 330 


As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a multi-purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking facility, and visitor-serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30-32 along the San Francisco waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed-use development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for upgrading its waterfront facilities.


Description of Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 / Seawall Lot 330


Site Description


Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of San Francisco (Port). Piers 30-32 is an approximately 12.7-acre rectangular-shaped concrete pier structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30-32 has no existing on-deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30-32 are in poor structural condition and can no longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an approximately 2.3-acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point-South Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30-32 is within an area subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan.


Alternative Description


This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsor's previously proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in Figure 7-3. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center on Piers 30-32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also located on Piers 30-32, this off-site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Red's Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Red's Java House would be relocated from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30-32 to near the southwest corner, and relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Other proposed facilities on Piers 30-32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing structure, and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30-32. There would be 500 parking spaces at Piers 30-32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side.


Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses (including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the development at Piers 30-32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four-story building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, hotel and parking uses) above which a 13story residential tower would be developed in the south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7story hotel tower in the north portion of the site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building wings connected by a multi-level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple ground-level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330.


Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed project at Mission Bay, with the same year-round schedule and types of events at the event center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses.



INSERT FIGURE 7-3





CONCEPTUAL SITE PLAN FOR OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30-32 AND SWL 330, including inset with project location



Construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about 32 months for the entire development, including extensive in-water construction activities in the vicinity of Piers 30-32. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30-32, construction activities would include: demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30-32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging within a portion of the Pier 28-30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30-32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of all above-deck Piers 30-32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30-32; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero.


At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of associated on-site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets.


This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 


Ability of the Off-site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all of the basic project objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate parking, developing a year-round visitor-serving destination; and promoting environmental sustainability.


Impacts of the Off-site Alternative


Land Use


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project approval process, these agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Aesthetics


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects.


Population and Housing


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Cultural and Paleontological Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off-site location at Piers 30-32, including Red's Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures to conduct pre-construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the proposed project.


This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M-CP-2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation.


Transportation and Circulation


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison of transportation impacts of the Off-site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted for the Event Center and Mixed-Use Development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off-site Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an event center for the proposed project). 


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include a TMP for events that would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non-auto modes, minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle access to the site.  


Under the Off-site Alternative, about 500 on-site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on Piers 30-32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330.  Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on-site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero between Bryant and Brannan Streets. 


Because the Off-site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off-site Alternative would be less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post-game late evening peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off-site Alternative, compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details.


As indicated in Table 7-3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off-site Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the Off-site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Construction Impacts. Construction-related ground transportation impacts would be similar to the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.  


Traffic Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project (i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off-site Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7-19 and Table 7-20 present the intersection LOS for the No Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off-site Alternative for existing and existing plus Off-site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. As indicated in Table 7-19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off-site Alternative currently operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off-site Alternative, compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study intersections for the proposed project. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off-site Alternative would result in eight project-specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7-20, for Saturday evening peak hour conditions, the Off-site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game scenario.  






table 7-19
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			36.7


			D


			36.9


			D


			37.4


			D





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			30.5


			C


			31.5


			C


			38.0


			D





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			79.5


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			61.9


			E


			66.8


			E


			> 80


			F





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			71.0


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			39.1


			D


			37.6


			D


			42.4


			D





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			58.1


			E


			62.6


			E


			70.4


			E





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			55.8


			E


			59.6


			E


			63.1


			E





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			56.0


			E


			59.5


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			56.0


			E


			72.8


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			21.2


			C


			32.5


			C


			24.2


			C





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			33.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			41.8


			D





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			32.4


			C


			34.4


			C


			38.8


			D





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			53.6


			D


			54.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			52.2


			D


			53.1


			D


			54.4


			D





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			41.8


			D


			42.0


			D


			44.5


			D





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			60.9


			E


			> 80


			F





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			20.2


			C


			21.3


			C


			28.2


			C





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





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












table 7-20
OFF-SITE Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Swl 330 - Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – SATURDAY EVENING Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Off-site Alternative





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			Broadway


			The Embarcadero


			26.1


			C


			26.4


			C


			29.2


			C





			2


			Washington St


			The Embarcadero


			31.4


			C


			31.9


			C


			33.3


			C





			3


			Mission Street


			The Embarcadero


			12.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			12.9


			B





			4


			Howard Street


			The Embarcadero


			38.3


			D


			46.0


			D


			> 80


			F





			5


			Folsom Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.3


			C


			21.2


			C


			54.9


			D





			6


			Harrison Street


			The Embarcadero


			21.0


			C


			23.9


			C


			25.1


			C





			7


			Bryant Street


			The Embarcadero


			22.9


			C


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			8


			Brannan Street


			The Embarcadero


			23.9


			C


			26.2


			C


			33.4


			C





			9


			Townsend Street


			The Embarcadero


			19.1


			B


			23.1


			C


			27.0


			C





			10


			King Street


			Second Street


			33.9


			C


			36.8


			D


			39.4


			D





			11


			King Street


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			32.5


			C


			39.8


			D





			12


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			30.8


			C


			56.8


			E





			13


			King/Fifth Streets


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			76.1


			E





			14


			Harrison Street


			Main Street


			22.0


			C


			25.5


			C


			51.1


			D





			15


			Bryant Street


			Main Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			16


			Mission Street


			Beale Street


			12.0


			B


			12.1


			B


			13.2


			B





			17


			Bryant Street


			Beale Street


			26.8


			C


			50.2


			D


			63.6


			E





			18


			Harrison Street


			Fremont Street


			18.0


			B


			17.6


			B


			34.5


			C





			19


			Folsom Street


			Fremont Street


			30.2


			C


			30.2


			C


			54.2


			D





			20


			Harrison Street


			First Street


			28.3


			C


			36.3


			D


			79.4


			E





			21


			Howard Street


			Fourth Street


			28.7


			C


			28.8


			C


			29.5


			C





			22


			Harrison Street


			Fourth Street


			21.8


			C


			21.9


			C


			23.1


			C





			23


			Bryant Street


			Fourth Street


			27.1


			C


			27.1


			C


			32.9


			C





			24


			Harrison/Fifth St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.0


			C


			55.2


			E





			25


			Brannan Street


			Second Street


			10.7


			B


			11.2


			B


			15.3


			B





			26


			Bryant Street


			Second Street


			25.9


			C


			28.3


			C


			38.8


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. 


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.





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














During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I-80 and I-280 freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the Off-site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. However, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Off-site Alternative would generate 514 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


The Off-site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and regional transit stops. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, impacts on local transit operations would be less than significant. Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off-site Alternative would be greater than for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative. 


On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would not require additional Muni transit service, as multiple routes would be available to serve the combined demand, and the Off-site Alternative would result in less than significant impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off-site Alternative would result in a significant impact on one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not been identified, the Off-site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Pedestrian Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips accessing Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29-32. Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets providing access to transit stops and nearby off-street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off-site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the Off-site Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the Off-site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30-32 and passenger loading/unloading activities could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 30-32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Off-site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would include on-site commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading demand. Because the Off-site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Off-site Alternative.


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off-site Alternative would not change the configuration or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post-event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impact of the Off-site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Cumulative Impacts. The Off-site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts, and the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the proposed project. Similar the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative’s pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off-site Alternative would contribute considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would result in the significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit.


Helipad Safety. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.  


Noise


Construction Impacts


Unlike the proposed project, which would have less-than-significant construction noise impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off-site Alternative at this location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four-year period compared to 26-months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile-driving activities in proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise-reducing techniques, including exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


Also, unlike the proposed project which would have less-than-significant construction vibration impacts, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished vibration levels such that vibration-related impacts due to project construction would be less than significant. In contrast, under this off-site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under the proposed project.


However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; and this impact would be less than significant.


Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off-site alternative and the non-existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternative's contribution to cumulative adverse noise and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed project was determined to have a less-than-significant but mitigable contribution to cumulative construction noise impacts. 


Operational Impacts. 


Exposure to or Generate Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge as well as from operations of the MUNI light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials could ensure that interior noise levels within multi-family residential units and proposed hotels would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is different impact that would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off-site Alternative location has greater access to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase be considered less than significant, as shown in Table 7-21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9). For both the proposed project and the Off-site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the would be less than significant during this time period. 


Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3-9, roadside noise levels at multi-family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to post-basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off-site Alternative, modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off-site Alternative's contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be less than significant Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project.






Table 7-21
Modeled Traffic Noise Levels, Off-site Alternativea


			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Convention Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			69.4


			69.6


			0.2


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			69.1


			69.2


			0.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			61.1


			61.4


			0.3


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			60.7


			61.8


			1.1


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative 


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.2


			69.1


			1.9


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.4


			68.0


			0.6


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			55.0


			55.9


			0.9


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			56.9


			56.7


			-0.2


			No





			Roadway Segment


			Existing (2014)


			Existing plus Basketball Game Off-site Alternative


			dBA Difference


			Significant Increase?





			Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)


			


			


			


			





			The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street


			67.6


			68.1


			0.5


			No





			The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets


			67.7


			68.8


			1.1


			No





			Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero


			58.2


			59.8


			1.6


			No





			Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero


			58.1


			57.8


			-0.3


			No











NOTES:


a	Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA.





SOURCE: ESA 2015


 



Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off-site Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would migrate to the closest Muni light rail platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off-site Alternative is also directly in from of an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T-Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off-site location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate that existing noise levels at the Off-site residential receptor during quieter periods would be increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise impact of the Off-site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni T-Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event center. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a sensitive receptor.


Air Quality


Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction-related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7-22,  the construction-related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off-site Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7-23, emissions of NOx under the Off-site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction-related criteria pollutant emissions under the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-22
Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			12.46


			180.07


			6.86


			6.86





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			6.94


			59.91


			3.38


			3.38





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			53.43


			270.46


			10.75


			10.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015





Table 7-23
mitigated Average Daily Construction-related Emissions


			 


			Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Off-road Equipment Emissions


			0.76


			135.90


			0.98


			0.98





			Truck and Vehicle emissions


			5.14


			30.48


			0.51


			0.47





			Marine Vessel Emissions


			2.09


			11.34


			0.25


			0.25





			Architectural Coating Emissions


			28.90


			0


			0


			0





			Totala


			36.89


			177.72


			1.74


			1.70





			BAAQMD Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			No


			Yes


			No


			No








NOTES:


a	The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals. 


SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As shown in Table 7-24, the Off-site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the Off-site Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Table 7-24
Average Daily and Maximum Annual Operational Emissions
 for the Off-site Alternative


			


			Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			37


			87


			14


			6.3





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.26


			0.81


			0.03


			0.03





			Boilers


			2.1


			14


			2.9


			2.9





			Area Sources


			40


			0.37


			0.09


			0.09





			Total 


			80


			102


			17


			9.3





			Threshold


			54


			54


			82


			54





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No





			


			


			


			


			





			


			Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year)





			


			ROG


			NOx


			PM10


			PM2.5





			Emission Source


			 


			 


			 


			 





			Mobile


			6.8


			16


			2.5


			1.2





			Standby Diesel generators


			0.05


			0.15


			0.01


			0.01





			Boilers


			0.38


			2.6


			0.52


			0.52





			Area Sources


			7.2


			0.07


			0.02


			0.02





			Total


			14


			19


			3.1


			1.8





			Threshold


			10


			10


			15


			10





			Above Threshold?


			Yes


			Yes


			No


			No











SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual contribution of the project and not the cumulative contributions of all sources (project and existing).  


For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be considered a significant impact[footnoteRef:2].  [2:  A 0.2 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non‐injury mortality or an increase of about twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non‐injury causes in San Francisco. This information is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727‐736. The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons exposed.] 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would require operation of off-road and on-road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7-25). However, this impact could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1.  


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from construction as well as from operation of back-up diesel generators during project operation, which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off-site Alternative would have a significant construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ. This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  


Table 7-25
Maximum Lifetime Excess Cancer Risk and 
PM2.5 Concentrations for Construction of off-site alternative


			


			Cancer Risk Increase 
(in one million)


			Maximum Annual PM2.5 Concentration (µg/m3)a





			Receptor


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated


			Unmitigated


			Mitigated





			Highest Residential Receptor 


			206


			30


			1.3


			0.19





			Significance Threshold


			7


			7


			0.2


			0.2





			Exceed at Residential Receptor?


			Yes


			Yes


			Yes


			No











NOTES: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter








SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015








Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the Off-Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to proposed on-site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less than significant with mitigation.


Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off-site Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off-site Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that would affect a substantial number of people.


Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the project's contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Greenhouse Gas Emissions


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off-site Alternative would be designed and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the City's GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off-site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Wind and Shadow


Wind. Piers 30-32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30-32 along the Bay and the open Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30-32 currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 include the 22-story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing Seawall Lot 330, the mid-level (8-story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the northwest, and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest.


Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not apply to Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential wind effects at Piers 30-32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330


A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off-site Alternative considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off-site Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project-plus-cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions. 


The wind study for the previously-proposed project at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed that under existing conditions, existing-plus-project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard criterion was not exceeded at any of the off-site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30-32/ Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29-32.


Shadow.  As discussed above, there no buildings on Piers 30-32 (except for Red’s Java House) and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are from the approximate 13-acre footprint of the Piers 30-32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22-story Watermark building (west corner of Seawall 330), the 8-story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and the 4-story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the afternoon.


Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes privately-owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on The Embarcadero approximately ¼-mile north and south of the project site, respectively, however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one-third mile southwest of the project site.  This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be affected by any shading from the Off-site Alternative.  


A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off-site Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.  


· During the winter solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (noon to sunset).


· During the summer solstice, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning (before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon (approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).  


· During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30-32 development would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday (10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset). 


Based on these results, the Off-site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the shadow impact for the Off-site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required. 


Recreation


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30-32. Thus, all recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Utilities and Service Systems


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the stormwater drainage from the project site.


However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this alternative would not cause the SFPUC's combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed project.


Public Services


Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30-32, the Warriors or other event sponsors would provide on-site medical services, including a first aid station and on-site medical personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the San Francisco Police Department's (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one-mile from the project site. Similar to the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel and retail uses would also provide their own on-site private security personnel similar to other mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.


Biological Resources


Unlike the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in-water construction activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels that could adversely affect special-status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special-status fish could still occur.


However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


Similar to the proposed project, under the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI-4a (Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions. 


Thus, overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off-site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project.


Geology and Soils


Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Hydrology and Water Quality


Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the extensive in-water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30-32. However, there are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. Thus, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the proposed project. 


Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. Similar to the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required.


Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality.


There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the Bay's designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required for the Off-site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP).


Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that operation of the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off-site Alternative, it is assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, an alternative at Piers 30-32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of an adaptive management plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant for the Off-site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 


Hazards and Hazardous Materials


Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 


As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP-IS), the proposed project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the Off-site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required.


Thus, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project. 


Mineral and Energy Resources


Like the proposed project, the Off-site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required.


Agricultural and Forest Resources


As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off-site Alternative would have no impact on these resources.


Off-site Alternative — Conclusions


The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 would meet all of the basic project objectives, although the financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off-site Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. 


The Off-site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Wind hazard impacts at off-site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


· Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.)


· Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand (Impact would change from SUM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


· Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.)


· Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally-occurring asbestos during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:


· Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable standards


· Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone


· Construction impacts on marine habitats and special-status and managed fish


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine mammals


· Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering


The Off-site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


· Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to LSM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.)


· Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


· Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk from toxic air contaminant concentrations during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.)


The Off-site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to: 


· Construction noise impacts on special-status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be SUM.)


Overall, the Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all of the basic project objectives.


Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally Superior Alternative


The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]). 


As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally superior alternative.


Both the Reduced Intensity and Off-site Alternatives would achieve the basic project objectives. The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off-site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the proposed project. However, the Off-site Alternative would also introduce new significant and unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project. 


Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with mitigation to less than significant.


Table 7-26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed project.





Table 7-26
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives


			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Land Use


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Population and Housing


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or less than those of the project due to reduced development.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Cultural and Paleontological Resources


			Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.





			


			Impact C-CP-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological resources could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to similar excavation requirements.


			Impact and mitigation would be the same or very similar to that of the project due to comparable excavation requirements at Seawall Lot 330.





			


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			No impact on historic resources


			Potentially significant impact on nearby historic resources during construction due to groundborne vibration, which could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation.





			Transportation and Circulation


			Impact TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


			Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at one study intersection, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario; less than significant impacts for event scenarios.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts at one study intersection for the No Event scenario, similar to the proposed project, but intersection would remain at LOS E compared to LOS F for the project.


Significant and unavoidable with mitigation traffic impacts same as proposed project for event scenarios.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant. 


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation











			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			Transit impacts less than significant


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project for event scenarios. 


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation for event scenarios.





			


			Impact TR-6: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact TR-9: Project construction could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations could affect helipad flight operations. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. No impact related to event center lighting. 


			Impacts related to construction effects on helipad airspaces surfaces would be the same as or less severe than the proposed project, and the same mitigation would apply. Impacts related to specialized outdoor lighting as part of event center operations would be the same as the proposed project, and the same mitigation measure would apply.


			No helipad safety impacts





			


			Impact TR-11: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at multiple intersections significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact TR-12: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.








			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Traffic impacts at freeway ramps significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, traffic impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-13: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on Muni, same as the proposed project.


			Transit impacts on Muni less than significant.





			


			Impact TR-14: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit service under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Transit impacts on regional service providers significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project.


			Similar to the proposed project, transit impacts on regional transit service would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact TR-15: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No overlapping events, so no impact.


			Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact TR-18: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-19: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact TR-20: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.





			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project..


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			Transportation and Circulation (cont.)


			Impact TR-21: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, transit impacts on regional transit capacity under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.





			


			Impact TR-22: Proposed project could result in pedestrian impacts under conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, but identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact.


			Impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, same as the proposed project.


			Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not applicable, so no impact..





			


			Impact C-TR-2: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Significant and unavoidable cumulative traffic impact at two intersections.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, same as the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impact at multiple intersections, similar to the proposed project





			


			Impact C-TR-3: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than significant.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramps similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-4: Proposed project could result in significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less than significant





			


			Impact C-TR-5: Proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable with mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on regional transit capacity under 2040 cumulative conditions.


			Cumulative transit impacts less than significant


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers same as the proposed project.


			Significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative transit impacts on regional providers similar to the proposed project.





			


			Impact C-TR-6: Proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than significant.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the proposed project.


			Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed project.





			Noise and Vibration


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise impacts less than significant.


			Construction noise would be a substantial increase over ambient levels and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction vibration impacts less than significant.


			Construction groundborne vibration would exceed threshold for human annoyance and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation





			


			Impact NO-4: Project operations could include use of amplified sound equipment in outdoor areas that could result in noise levels violating the noise ordinance, and there is the potential for leakage of interior concert/event noise to affect sensitive land uses. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			No impacts related to amplified sound equipment, and no mitigation required.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as those of the project.


			Impacts and mitigations would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			No residential uses, so no impact.


			Potential impact to expose new sensitive uses to unacceptable noise levels, but feasible measures would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Noise levels from increased traffic on local roadways would be significant and unavoidable at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Increased roadway noise levels in the project vicinity would be less than significant under all modeled scenarios.


			Impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to the proposed project, at Illinois St under weekday late evenings and Saturday evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under on weekday late evenings, though the increases would be slightly less than the project but still exceed significance thresholds.


			Roadway noise levels would be less than significant.





			


			Impact NO-5: Increased noise levels due to crowd noise at the Muni T-Line platform in the nighttime when event patrons are departing would be a significant and unavoidable impact on nearby residential uses.


			No impact related to crowd noise


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as for the proposed project


			Significant and unavoidable impact related to crowd noise would be the same as or similar to those of the proposed project





			Noise and Vibration (cont.)


			Impact C-NO-1: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on construction noise could be cumulatively considerable. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be similar to those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise impacts would be the same as those of the project. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Cumulative construction noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, assuming there would be concurrent construction activities in the site vicinity





			


			Impact C-NO-2: The project's contribution to cumulative impacts on traffic noise levels would significant and unavoidable at Illinois St during weekday peak hour and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa during Saturday evenings, even with implementation of transportation mitigation measures to reduce traffic.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be less than significant on local roadways under all modeled scenarios.


			Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday evenings, similar to the proposed project, but unlike the project, the cumulative noise impact at this location on weekday peak hours would be less than significant.


			Contribution to cumulative roadway noise levels would be less than significant.















			Table 7-26 (Continued)
comparison of SIGNIFICANT environmental impacts of the project TO IMPACTS OF THE alternatives





			Environmental Resource


			Proposed Project


			Alternative A: 
No Project 


			Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity


			Alternative C: 
Off-site at Piers 30-32 and Seawall Lot 330





			Air Quality


			Impact AQ-1: Construction emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.


			Construction emissions would be less than significant.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, assuming comparable construction scenario, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Construction emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-2: Operational emissions of ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD thresholds and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of an emission offset mitigation measure.





			Operational emissions would be less than significant


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Operational emissions would be similar to that of the project, and would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			


			Impact AQ-3: Construction and operation would generate toxic air contaminants that could exceed significance thresholds for cancer risk, but identified mitigation would reduce the risk to less than significant.


			Impacts related to toxic air contaminants would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air contaminants would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			· Significant construction-related impact from PM2.5 emissions could be reduced to less than significant with feasible measures


· Significant and unavoidable with mitigation construction-related impact from increased cancer risk contributions at off-site receptors.


· 





			


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			No residential uses, and not located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact.


			New receptors would be located in an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures.








			


			Impact AQ-4: The project with implementation of identified air quality mitigation measures would be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact is less than significant with mitigation.








			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be less than significant and no mitigation required.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.


			Impacts related to consistency with the Clean Air Plan would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures would reduce impacts to less than significant.





			Air Quality
(cont.)


			Impact C-AQ-1: The project's contribution to cumulative construction and operational ROG and NOx emissions could be cumulatively considerable, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation, even with implementation of and emission offset mitigation measure.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be less than significant.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be the same as that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Cumulative air quality impacts would be similar to that identified for the proposed project and the same mitigation measures apply, and the impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			Impact is less than significant


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be the same as or less than that of the project.


			Impact would be similar to that of the project.





			Wind and Shadow


			Impact WS-1: The project would result in a net increase in the total duration of wind hazard exceedances at off-site public walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the effectiveness of the identified mitigation measure, this impact would be significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts could be the same as or less than that of the project, but in the absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific change in wind conditions cannot be quantified.


			Wind hazard impacts would be less than significant





			Recreation


			All impacts less than significant 


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Utilities and Service Systems


			Impact UT-5: The project in combination with past, present, and foreseeable future projects would require improvements to one and possibly two wastewater pump stations, the construction of which could have significant environmental effect. This impact is significant and unavoidable, with no mitigation available at this time.





			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impacts related to wastewater treatment capacity would be the same as the proposed project, and would be significant and unavoidable.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			


			Impact UT-7: The SFPUC has determined that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's wastewater demand in addition to its existing commitments. This impact is significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation by the project sponsor to contribute their fair share to the construction of capacity improvements.





			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impacts related to wastewater demand would be similar to the proposed project, though wastewater demand would be somewhat reduced, but the impact would still be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Public Services


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Biological Resources


			Impact BI-4: Project construction could affect breeding birds, and project operations could adversely affect birds due to increased risk of collisions with buildings. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Impacts and mitigation would be the same or very similar to those of the project due to similar construction effects and similar maximum heights of structures.


			Same impact and mitigation with respect to breeding birds; no impact with respect to avian collisions with buildings





			


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			No impacts on marine biological resources


			· Significant and unavoidable impact on special-status fish and marine mammals due to construction noise


· Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures


· Construction and operational impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Geology and Soils


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same as or similar to those of the project.





			Hydrology and Water Quality


			Impact HY-6: Impacts related to dry and wet weather flows and combined sewer discharges would be less than significant, but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP could be affected due to unknown nature of future business and research uses. Identified mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce this impact to less than significant.





			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			Impact would be same as the proposed project. 


			No impact, because future uses would generate typical municipal wastewater





			


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			No impact because no in-water construction


			Construction impacts on water quality of the Bay due to in-water construction activities could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hydrology and Water Quality (cont.)


			Littering impact determined to be less than significant with implementation of required trash control and management programs.


			Same as proposed project


			Same as proposed project


			Potential water quality impact associated with littering due to proximity to the Bay could be reduced to less than significant with feasible mitigation measures





			Hazards and Hazardous Materials


			Impact HZ-1: Project operations could include uses that handle biohazardous materials, which could have health and safety impacts; project construction could encounter naturally occurring asbestos. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			No impact related to use of biohazardous materials. 





			


			Impact HZ-2: Project operations could include child-care centers that could expose a sensitive population to hazardous materials. Identified mitigation would reduce this impact to less than significant.


			Impact would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impacts would be same as or similar to those of the proposed project.


			Impact would be less than significant, no mitigation required





			Mineral and Energy Resources


			All impacts less than significant


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.


			All impacts would be the same or similar to those of the project.





			Agriculture and Forest Resources


			No impacts


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project.


			No impacts, same as the project
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Alternatives Considered but Rejected


In developing the proposed project, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than those of the project. The alternatives considered and reasons OCII has rejected them from further analysis are described below. 


Alternative Identified During Scoping 


During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2-1. This suggestion is for a modified site plan at Blocks 29-32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an event center at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from  that scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project.


Alternatives Considered but Rejected


The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and mixed-use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero Power Plant Site.


Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7-27. Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to construct the event center at Piers 30-32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, and OCII's reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7-27.






Table 7-27
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Pier 50


			Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 20-acre site on the Bay has four existing shed structures. Current uses include harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, and the Port's maintenance facility. 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. Site suitability is unknown.





			Pier 80 or India Basin Area


			Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 69-acre facility and one of the Port of San Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, operated by Metropolitan Stevedore Company (Metro Ports). 


			This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a public trust easement. Construction of an event center at Pier 80 would displace maritime-dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that are not available or feasible elsewhere in San Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In addition, the event center would require seismic and structural upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant in-water construction impacts on water quality and biological resources. 





			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard


			Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres along the southeastern waterfront of San Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS Phase II). Both areas are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure ("OCII"), successor agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.


			Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a major mixed-use project including open space, housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and neighborhood retail) uses, research and development, artist space, a marina, new infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment venues. 





			Schlage Lock site


			About 20-acre now-vacant former industrial site wedged between the residential neighborhoods of Visitacion Valley and Little Hollywood along the City's southern border; former site of Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; considered a brownfield site with contaminated soil and groundwater identified at the site, but with an approved Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic site with historic resources.


			The site is within the Visitacion Valley Redevelopment project area and is programmed for mixed-use development, including approximately 1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Bill Graham Civic Auditorium


			Existing multi-purpose arena located in the Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, former home of the Golden State Warriors from 1964 to 1966 


			The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate the event center and would fail to meet most of the project objectives.





			The Presidio


			The Presidio is a park and former military base on the northern tip of the San Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and is part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 


			Even if a site were available and desirable for an event center, development at the Presidio would require approval by the National Park Service. Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological resources. The site would also fail to meet most of the project objectives. 









Table 7-27 (Continued)
ADDITIONAL alternative LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED


			Alternative Concept


			Location/Description


			Reason for Rejection





			Cow Palace


			Existing multi-purpose venue located in Daly City, just south of the City border and Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat show, and dog show


			Development at a location outside the City would fail to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow Palace site is within the City of Daly City’s jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 





			On top of the new Transbay Terminal


			Downtown San Francisco


			The technical feasibility of this concept is doubtful, given that this concept is not part of the design and approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the development of an event center on top of another structure were to be technically feasible, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.





			Land beneath the northern section of Highway 280 should it be demolished (King Street Caltrain yard and railroad right-of-way north of the Mariposa exit)


			The Planning Department received funding from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority to produce a technical study of development on the 4th/King railyards, including explorations of the potential physical and economic feasibility for such development as well as revenue potential to help fund rail infrastructure such as the Caltrain Extension to downtown.


This study, which was initiated in mid-2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was intended to be a launching point to inform future detailed analysis that can take place once the ultimate configuration of the railyards is more certain. Caltrain is currently engaged in planning for electrification of its service and both Caltrain and the California High Speed Rail Authority are engaged in planning for the implementation of a blended rail service on the Peninsula and into San Francisco. As such, this development study was a high-level initial technical analysis based on information published and known to date about the future configuration of the approximately 19-acre railyards.


			This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site for the purpose of pursuing such alternative location.
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Event Center at Seawall Lot 337


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30-32 adjacent to the northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32. 


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16-acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure. 


Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed-use project—Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor.


Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site 


The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four-story parking garage would have been located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30-32, although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a loading dock.


This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13-acre site. The remainder of the former Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor. 


This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of site remediation activities. It is part of a 34-acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial uses since the mid-1800s. 


This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site.
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CHAPTER 7  
Alternatives 



7.1 Introduction 



This chapter presents the alternatives analysis as required by the California Environmental 



Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed multi‐purpose event center and mixed‐use development 



on Blocks 29‐32 in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco. The 



discussion includes a review of the alternatives analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay Final 



Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Mission Bay FSEIR), followed by the 



methodology used to select alternatives to the proposed project for detailed CEQA analysis, 



with the intent of developing feasible alternatives that could avoid or substantially lessen the 



significant impacts identified for the proposed project while still meeting most of the project 



objectives. The chapter identifies a reasonable range of alternatives that meet these criteria, 



and these alternatives are evaluated for their comparative merits with respect to minimizing 



adverse environmental effects. For the alternatives selected for detailed analysis, the chapter 



evaluates the alternatives’ impacts against existing environmental conditions and compares the 



potential impacts of the alternatives with those of the proposed project. Based on this analysis, 



this chapter then identifies the environmentally superior alternative. Finally, it describes other 



alternative concepts that were considered but eliminated from detailed consideration and reasons 



for their elimination.  



7.1.1 CEQA Requirements for Alternatives Analysis 



The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(a), state that an environmental impact report (EIR) must 



describe and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project that would 



feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives, but that would avoid or substantially lessen 



any identified significant adverse environmental effects of the project. An EIR is not required to 



consider every conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, it must consider a 



reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision‐making 



and public participation.  



CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e) states that, “The specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also 



be evaluated along with its impact.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that the factors 



that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, 



economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or 



regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant impact 



should consider the regional context), and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire, 
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control, or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the 



proponent). The EIR must evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives and include 



sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 



comparison with the proposed project. Specifically, the CEQA Guidelines set forth the following 



criteria for selecting and evaluating alternatives: 



 [T]he discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location 
which are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the 
project, even if these alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the 
project objectives, or would be more costly. (Section 15126.6[b]) 



 The range of potential alternatives shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most 
of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of 
the significant effects. (Section 15126.6[c]) 



 The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. 
(Section 15126.6[e][1]) 



 The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the 
ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project. The range of feasible alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster 
meaningful public participation and informed decision‐making. (Section 15126.6[f]) 



7.1.2 Mission Bay FSEIR Alternatives Analysis 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified and analyzed alternatives to the Mission Bay North and 



Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plans (“Plans”). As required under CEQA, the selected 



alternatives would reduce or avoid identified significant impacts of the Plans as well as meet 



most of the Plans objectives. The three alternatives analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included:  



 No Project/Expected Growth Alternative—is a reasonable estimate of development within 
the Plan area that could occur through 2015 under 1998 zoning regulations. About half as 
much residential and non‐residential development would occur compared to the proposed 
Plans. 



 Redevelopment North of Channel/Expected Growth South of Channel Alternative—is a 
combination of the proposed North Plan and instead of the South Plan, the expected 
growth scenario for the South Plan area. About the same amount of residential but 
80 percent less non‐residential development would occur compared to the proposed Plans. 



 Residential/Open Space Alternative—A new overall scenario with about 65 percent more 
housing and 80 percent less non‐residential development compared to the proposed Plans.  



The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that all of the alternatives would result in the same 



significant unavoidable adverse impacts identified for the Plans (i.e., traffic, vehicular air 



pollution emissions, potential combined toxic air contaminants, cumulative hazardous waste 



generation and disposal, and cumulative water quality), but the severity of the impacts would be 
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somewhat lessened though not to a less‐than‐significant level. The Residential/Open Space 



Alternative was identified as the environmentally superior alternative. 



As a program‐level EIR, the Mission Bay FSEIR analyzed program‐level alternatives that 



addressed the overall objectives of the Plans for the entire Plan area, and thus, did not examine 



specific alternatives for individual blocks or parcels such as Blocks 29‐32. This SEIR, as discussed 



below, addresses site‐specific alternatives for Blocks 29‐32. 



7.1.3 Organization of this Chapter 



Following this introductory section, Section 7.2 describes the basis for selecting the alternatives 



analyzed in this SEIR; it reviews the project objectives, summarizes the significant impacts of the 



project that were identified in Chapter 5, and describes the alternatives screening and selection 



process. Section 7.3 provides a detailed description of each of the selected alternatives, its ability 



to meet the project objectives, and an evaluation of its environmental impacts compared to those 



of the proposed project. Section 7.4 compares the impacts of the alternatives to the impacts of the 



proposed project and to one another, and it identifies the environmentally superior alternative. 



The alternative concepts considered but rejected from further study are then discussed in Section 



7.5. 



7.2 Alternatives Selection 



This section describes the basis for determining the range of CEQA alternatives and identifies the 



specific alternatives that are analyzed in this SEIR.  



7.2.1 Project Objectives 



As presented in Chapter 3, the objectives of the project, presented below, were used in the 



identification and analysis of alternatives. In addition to being feasible and reducing 



environmental impacts, the selected alternatives must meet most of the projectʹs basic objectives.  



The project sponsor’s objectives of the proposed project are to:  



 Construct a state‐of‐the‐art, local and regional‐serving, multi‐purpose event center in 
San Francisco that meets NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year‐round for 
sporting events and entertainment and convention purposes for approximately 225 events 
per year, with events ranging in attendance from approximately 3,000–  18,500, and expands 
opportunities for the City’s tourist, hotel, and convention business through an event center 
and mixed‐use development. 



 Build complementary mixed‐use development, including office and retail uses that create a 
lively local and regional visitor‐serving destination that is active year‐round, and allows for 
a financially feasible project. 



 Develop a project that meets high‐quality urban design and high‐level sustainability 
standards. 
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 Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event 
center within walking distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes 
that provide safe and convenient access for pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a 
parking program consistent with these objectives. 



 Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s 
reasonable needs for the event center and serves the needs of project visitors and 
employees, while encouraging the use of transit and other alternative modes of 
transportation. 



 Develop a project that creates a visitor‐serving destination that is active year‐round, 
provides amenities to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, 
promotes visitor activity and interest during times when the event center is not in use, and 
enhances the project’s overall feasibility. 



 Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those 
events which currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of a world class 3,000‐4,000 seat 
facility. 



 Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, 
greenhouse gas reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation 
consistent with the objectives of the California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through 
Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. 



7.2.2 Summary of Significant Impacts 



As stated in the CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to a project must substantially lessen or avoid any of 



the significant environmental impacts associated with the project. The following summarizes the 



conclusions for potentially significant and significant impacts identified in Chapter 5 of this SEIR 



and in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP‐IS). 



7.2.2.1 Significant and Unavoidable Impacts 



The proposed project was determined to have the following significant and unavoidable impacts, 



as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR. 



Transportation and Circulation 



 The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at multiple 
intersections in the project area that would operate at Level of Service (LOS) E or LOS F, 
under conditions without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with 
or without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 
2040 cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. 
(Impacts TR‐2, TR‐11, TR‐18, and C‐TR‐2) 



 The project would result in significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at freeway ramps in 
the project area intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F, under conditions 
without or with an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without 
implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 
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cumulative conditions, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. 
(Impacts TR‐3, TR‐12, TR‐19, and C‐TR‐3) 



 The project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be 
accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to 
Muni transit service would occur, under conditions without implementation of the Muni 
Special Event Transit Service Plan, even with implementation of identified mitigation 
measures. (Impact TR‐20) 



 The project would result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not 
be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to 
regional transit service would occur, under conditions without or with an overlapping SF 
Giants game at AT&T Park, and with or without implementation of the Muni Special Event 
Transit Service Plan, as well as under 2040 cumulative conditions, even with 
implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impacts TR‐5, TR‐14, TR‐21, and C‐TR‐
5) 



Noise and Vibration 



 Operation of the proposed project would cause a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project site vicinity, due to increased roadway noise levels from 
increased traffic in the project area and due to crowd noise following events affecting 
nearby sensitive receptors, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. 
(Impact NO‐5) 



 Operation of the proposed project, when considered with other cumulative development, 
would cause a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project site 
vicinity due to increased roadway noise levels from cumulative increases in traffic in the 
project area, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C‐NO‐2) 



Air Quality 



 Construction of the proposed project would generate fugitive dust and criteria air 
pollutants, which would violate an air quality standard, contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation, and result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase in criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation 
measures. (Impact AQ‐1) 



 During project operations, the proposed project would result in emissions of criteria air 
pollutants at levels that would violate an air quality standard, contribute to an existing or 
projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
criteria air pollutants, even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact 
AQ‐2) 



 The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects, would contribute to cumulative regional air quality impacts, even with 
implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C‐AQ‐1) 



Wind 



 The proposed project structures would alter wind in a manner that would substantially 
increase the number of wind hazard hours at off‐site public areas, and while feasible 
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mitigation measures have been identified, the design refinements have not been finalized. 
(Impact WS‐1) 



Utilities 



 The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
would require the construction of new or upgraded wastewater facilities, the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental effects. This would be a significant and 
unavoidable impact with no feasible mitigation measures because mitigation is beyond the 
control of the project sponsor. (Impact C‐UT‐2) 



 The project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
developments in the Mission Bay South area, would result in the determination by the San 
Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
projectʹs projected wastewater demand in addition to the SFPUCʹs existing commitments, 
even with implementation of identified mitigation measures. (Impact C‐UT‐4) 



7.2.2.2 Significant Impacts that Can be Mitigated to Less than 
Significant 



The proposed project was determined to have the following potentially significant impacts, all of 



which could be mitigated to a less‐than‐significant level with implementation of identified 



mitigation measures, as described in detail in Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in the Initial Study (see 



Appendix NOP‐IS). 



Transportation and Circulation 



 The project could result in a significant adverse increase in transit demand that could not 



be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity, under conditions with an overlapping 



SF Giants game at AT&T Park and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but identified 



mitigation measures to provide additional Muni transit service during overlapping events 



would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR‐13 and Impact C‐TR‐4) 



 The project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create 



potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian 



accessibility on the site and adjoining areas, under conditions without or with an 



overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park and with or without implementation of the 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, and under 2040 cumulative conditions, but 



identified mitigation measures to actively manage pedestrian flows at certain locations 



would reduce these impacts to less than significant. (Impacts TR‐6, TR‐15, TR‐22, and 



C‐TR‐6) 



 Construction of the project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces under 



project or cumulative conditions, and operation of the project could affect helipad flight 



operations, but identified mitigation measures to prepare and implement a crane safety 



plan for project construction and an event center exterior lighting plan would reduce these 



impacts to less than significant. (Impact TR‐9 and Impact C‐TR‐9) 
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Noise 



 Operation of the project could result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the San Francisco General Plan or San Francisco Noise 
Ordinance. Potentially significant operational noise impacts due to use of amplified sound 
in outdoor spaces at the project could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control 
plan for outdoor amplified sound, and potential noise impacts from interior event noise 
could be mitigated with implementation of a noise control plan for the San Francisco 
Entertainment Commissions’ Place of Entertainment Permit. (Impact NO‐4) 



 Potentially significant construction noise impact due to the project’s contribution to 
cumulative noise from construction of the project concurrent with other construction 
projects in the immediate vicinity could be mitigated to less than significant by 
implementing construction noise control measures. (Impact C‐NO‐1). 



Air Quality 



 Exposure of sensitive receptors to emissions of toxic air contaminants, including diesel 
particulate matter, from project construction and operation that could result in significant 
cancer risk could be mitigated through implementation of construction emissions 
minimization measures. (Impact AQ‐3) 



 The potential for the project to conflict with implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan 
could be mitigated through implementation of construction minimization measures, 
reduction of operational emissions, transportation demand management measures, and 
purchase of emission offsets. (Impact AQ‐4) 



 Hydrology and Water Quality 



 Potentially significant impacts related to discharges of unusual chemicals such as 
radioactive materials and biohazardous materials to the Southeast Water Pollution Control 
Plant (SEWPCP) that could result in violation of the NPDES permit for the SEWPCP would 
be mitigated by providing sampling ports to facilitate sampling of wastewater discharges. 
(Impact HY‐6) 



Cultural Resources  



 Project construction, both directly and cumulatively, could cause a substantial adverse 



change in the significance of archaeological resources, but implementation of 



archaeological testing, monitoring, data recovery, and accidental discovery measures 



would reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact CP‐2 and Impact C‐CP‐1, Initial 



Study) 



Biological Resources  



 Project construction could affect breeding birds which may nest within the project site, but 



implementation of preconstruction surveys for nesting birds would reduce this impact to 



less than significant. In addition, proposed structures could increase the risk of bird 



collisions with buildings, but implementation of bird safe building practices would reduce 



this impact to less than significant. (Impact BI‐4, Initial Study) 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials  



 As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could involve uses that handle 



biohazardous materials, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation measures providing 



guidelines for handling biohazardous materials would reduce this impact to less than 



significant. In addition, proposed construction could encounter naturally occurring 



asbestos, but implementation of geologic investigations and dust mitigation plans would 



reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ‐1, Initial Study) 



 As identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, site development could include child care facilities 



that could be exposed to human health risks, but implementation of FSEIR mitigation 



measures providing risk management planning provisions for child care facilities would 



reduce this impact to less than significant. (Impact HZ‐2, Initial Study) 



7.2.3 Alternatives Screening and Selection 



7.2.3.1 Alternatives Screening 



In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), this project‐level SEIR examines a 



reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed project or to the location of the project. An 



alternative selected for analysis must meet three criteria: (1) the alternative would attain most of the 



project’s basic objectives; (2) the alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant 



environmental impacts of the proposed project; and (3) the alternative must be feasible. An EIR need 



not consider an alternative whose impact cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose 



implementation is remote and speculative. Furthermore, an EIR need not consider every 



conceivable alternative, but must consider a reasonable range of alternatives that will foster 



informed decision‐making and public participation. 



Screening Process 



The alternatives selection process for the proposed project was based on first identifying 



strategies that would avoid or lessen the significant and potentially significant impacts identified 



above, with particular focus on strategies that address significant and unavoidable impacts of the 



proposed project. In addition, potential alternatives, options, and strategies were identified from 



review of scoping comments received following issuance of the Notice of Preparation (see 



Chapter 2, Section 2.4.1, Notice of Preparation and Public Scoping, and Section 2.6, Summary of 



Scoping Comments). Mitigation measures identified for the proposed project were also 



considered in the context of the alternatives screening process as possible strategies to avoid or 



substantially lessen significant impacts. The alternative strategies were then screened for their 



feasibility, and the feasible strategies were then screened for their ability to meet most of the 



project objectives. This process resulted in the final alternatives that were determined to 



represent a reasonable range of alternatives that are described and analyzed in this SEIR. 



Identification of Strategies to Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts 



All of the significant and potentially significant impacts identified for the proposed project, as 



summarized above, can be broken down into the following categories with respect to strategies 
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for avoiding or lessening impacts related to: traffic; wastewater treatment capacity impacts; 



crowd and amplified noise; UCSF hospital helipad safety; wind hazards; construction; water 



quality and hazardous materials; and bird collisions. 



Traffic‐related Impacts 



Increased traffic generated by the proposed project would result in multiple significant impacts 



on transportation, noise, and air quality, many of which would be significant and unavoidable. 



The proposed project already incorporates extensive transportation demand management 



strategies and a transportation management plan, and the Transportation analysis in Chapter 5, 



Section 5.2, identifies numerous mitigation measures to further reduce transportation impacts. 



However, beyond those already identified measures, potential alternative strategies to lessen 



traffic impacts could include further decreasing project‐generated traffic through reducing the 



scale and intensity of the land uses proposed at the project site (either the mixed uses and/or the 



event center) or by relocating to an alternate site (where fewer trips would occur by auto and 



where traffic generated from the proposed uses would result in less severe impacts). These 



strategies are discussed below. 



Wastewater Treatment Capacity Impacts 



As discussed further below, the only feasible approach to addressing the significant and 



unavoidable wastewater treatment capacity impact of the proposed project would be to re‐locate 



the project to a different sewage drainage area where there is sufficient capacity for the projected 



wastewater demand. 



Crowd and Amplified Sound Noise Impacts 



As described in Chapter 3, Project Description, the event center would be designed as a year‐



round destination attraction for a wide variety of sports, entertainment, and convention purposes 



as well as to provide amenities to serve visitors and the surrounding neighborhood. Thus, by 



design, large numbers of people would congregate at the project site, resulting in crowd noise, 



which in turn would result in a significant, unavoidable impact on nearby sensitive receptors 



following evening events. Further, without appropriate mitigation, the event center could result 



in significant impacts related to amplified sound in outdoor spaces, noise leakage from the events 



within the event center, and overcrowding on public sidewalks. Beyond the mitigation measures 



identified in Chapter 5, alternative strategies to reduce or lessen these event‐center related 



impacts would be either to reduce the size of the event center, thereby reducing the number of 



event attendees and associated crowding effects, or to relocate the event center away from 



sensitive receptors. These strategies are discussed below. 



UCSF Hospital Helipad Safety Impacts 



Chapter 5, Section 5.2, included an analysis of the impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF 



Hospital helipad. The analysis determined that operation of the proposed event center could 



affect helipad flight operations due to the potential for use of specialty exterior lighting. While 



the identified mitigation measure of preparing and implementing an event center exterior 



lighting plan would reduce this impact to less than significant, the only alternative strategy to 
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avoid this impact would be to relocate the event center away from the UCSF Hospital helipad. 



This strategy is discussed below. 



Wind Hazards Impacts at Off‐site Public Areas 



Chapter 5, Section 5.6, determined that the proposed project as currently conceptualized would 



result in significant and unavoidable wind hazard impacts, even with implementation of 



identified mitigation measures, because the wind effects of final design refinements have not yet 



been confirmed, even though feasible mitigation measures to reduce this impact have been 



identified. The only feasible strategy to avoid or lessen wind hazards impacts, regardless of the 



location of the proposed project, would be to implement the identified mitigation measure, 



namely to develop and test design measures (using wind tunnel testing methodologies) to 



confirm site‐specific changes in wind conditions attributable to the proposed project, as indicated 



in Mitigation Measure M‐WS‐1, Develop and Implement Design Measures to Reduce Off‐site 



Wind Hazards. Thus, even though Impact WS‐1 was identified as significant and unavoidable 



with mitigation, it is anticipated that during final project design and prior to construction, the 



project sponsor would implement Mitigation Measure M‐WS‐1 and develop appropriate project 



design refinements to reduce the wind hazard impact at off‐site pubic areas to less than 



significant. Therefore, no specific alternative strategies are discussed in this alternatives analysis 



regarding avoiding or lessening wind hazard impacts. However, please see Chapter 8, Third 



Street Plaza Variant, which analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would result in less‐



than‐significant wind hazards impacts. 



Construction‐related Impacts 



Construction activities would result in a significant and unavoidable impact on air quality, and 



significant but mitigable impacts on (1) the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, (2) cumulative noise 



in combination with other planned construction projects in the immediate vicinity, (3) exposure 



of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants, (4) archaeological resources, and (5) nesting birds.  



Section 5.4, Chapter 5 identifies mitigation measures for construction air quality and toxic air 



contaminants, which include construction emissions minimization as well as emission offsets; 



these measure represent the only feasible strategies to lessen air quality impacts of a construction 



project of this magnitude within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. However, reducing the 



scale of the project (either the event center and/or the mixed‐use development) would represent a 



potential alternative strategy that could reduce these air quality impacts; this strategy is 



discussed below. With respect to construction‐related cumulative noise and helipad impacts, 



Chapter 5 indicates that these impacts could be mitigated with identified mitigation measures; 



however, alternative strategies to avoid or lessen these impacts would be either to reduce the 



size/scale of the project (to the extent that construction would not contribute substantially to 



cumulative construction noise) or to relocate the project to an alternate site where there is no 



adjacent private helipad and no other construction projects in the immediate vicinity. These 



strategies are discussed below. 



Construction impacts related to the potential to encounter archaeological resources or nesting 



birds would be mitigated to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. These 
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impacts would occur regardless of the size or scale of the project, and no on‐site alternative 



strategies would reduce or lessen these mitigable effects. Off‐site alternatives, depending on the 



location, would likely result in the same potential impacts and require the same mitigation 



measures if grading and excavation were required or if any vegetation is present on the site. 



Therefore, no alternative strategies are designed to specifically address these impacts. 



Water Quality and Hazardous Materials Impacts 



Potentially significant impacts associated with possible future uses at the project site include one 



water quality impact and two hazardous materials impacts; these impacts were all identified in 



the Mission Bay FSEIR with respect to the entire Plan area and would also apply to the proposed 



project at Blocks 29‐32. The water quality impact is due to the possibility that proposed 



commercial uses, particularly research uses, could discharge unusual chemicals to the SEWPCP, 



and the hazardous materials impact is due to the possibility that certain future uses could involve 



handling of biohazardous materials. An additional hazardous materials impact is due to the 



potential for future child care facilities to be present in areas subject risk management plan for 



exposure to hazardous materials in soil and groundwater. The FSEIR identified feasible 



mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to less than significant. All of these impacts 



apply to the proposed project and would apply to any proposed development at this site, because 



such potential uses are allowed under the Mission Bay South Plan. Therefore, no on‐site 



alternative strategy would address these impacts, given that the identified mitigation measures 



would adequately mitigate this impact under any allowable development at this site. An off‐site 



alternative strategy, which, depending on the location, could avoid these potentially significant 



impacts, is discussed below. 



Bird Collisions Impact 



The biological resources impact analysis in the Initial Study (see Appendix NOP‐IS) identified the 



potential for the proposed project to result in increased risk for bird collisions with buildings due 



to the proximity of the site to the Bay and the fact that the proposed project is not subject to the 



Cityʹs Standards for Bird‐Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) because the site is within the 



Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan Area. However, the identified mitigation measure to 



implement bird safe building practices would mitigate this impact to less than significant. This 



mitigation measure would apply to any alternative development on the project site or elsewhere 



within the Plan area. For any off‐site alternative located anywhere else in the City, the Standards 



for Bird‐Safe Buildings (Planning Code Section 139) would apply and compliance with this 



regulation would result in no impact on bird collisions. Therefore, no alternative strategies are 



designed to address this impact. 



Evaluation of Potential Strategies that Would Avoid or Lessen Significant Impacts 



As described above, alternative strategies that could avoid or lessen the identified significant 



impacts of the proposed project include: (1) reducing the intensity of the mixed uses; (2) reducing 



the size/scale of the event center; and (3) relocating the project to an alternate site. 
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Alternative Strategy to Reduce Intensity of Mixed Uses 



This strategy was determined to be feasible and is the basis for one of the alternatives selected for 



detailed analysis, namely Alternative B, Reduced Intensity Alternative. This alternative was 



developed with the intent of reducing traffic‐ and construction‐related impacts, and Section 7.3, 



below, presents the assumptions and description of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, its ability 



to meet the project objectives, and a comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those 



of the proposed project.  



Alternative Strategy to Reduce Size/Scale of Event Center 



As described above, this strategy could potentially reduce traffic‐related and event‐center 



impacts. The size and scale of the proposed event center is currently designed above all to meet 



the primary objective of meeting the NBA requirements for sports facilities, and specifically for 



use as the home court for the Golden State Warriors basketball team. The proposed capacity of 



18,064 seats is nearly 1,600 fewer seats than the average capacity of all current NBA facilities 



(19,662 average capacity, 19,862 median capacity). However, while the event center is designed to 



meet the specific needs for NBA basketball games, it is also designed on balance to achieve the 



overall project objectives (see Section 7.2.1, above) of providing a year‐round venue for a variety 



of sporting events, entertainment, and convention purposes that promotes environmental 



sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and job creation. 



If the proposed event center were to open in 2015, the proposed 18,064 capacity would be the 



fourth lowest capacity in the league. The proposed 18,064 capacity is also well below the capacity 



of the Warriorsʹ current home court at the Oracle Arena in Oakland (capacity 19, 956), even 



though the current market demand for season tickets is much higher. Currently, the Warriors 



have 14,500 season ticket holders and there are over 13,000 people on the waiting list for season 



tickets. Therefore, the project sponsor has indicated that reducing the capacity of the event center 



below 18,064 is not feasible due to its already small size relative to other NBA facilities and the 



overwhelming market demand for season tickets.  



Furthermore, as described above, most of the event center‐related impacts could be mitigated 



with identified mitigation measures, and it is not certain that reducing the size/scale of the event 



center could effectively or substantially lessen traffic‐related impacts. Thus, reducing the size and 



scale of the event center was screened from further consideration for detailed alternatives 



analysis. 



Alternative Strategy to Relocate the Project to an Alternate Site 



Relocating the project to an alternate site could potentially avoid or lessen significant traffic‐



related impacts, wastewater capacity impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF Hospital helipad 



safety impacts, construction‐related impacts, and/or future use‐related impacts that were 



identified for the proposed project at Blocks 29‐32. However, the feasibility of an alternate 



location is highly site‐specific and dependent on numerous factors, including among other 



factors, site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, 



and whether or not the project sponsor can reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access 



to the alternate site, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). Furthermore, relocating the 











7. Alternatives 



 



OCII Case No. ER 2014‐919‐97  7‐13  Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E    at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 



Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision 



project to an alternate site could result in the same, greater, or different significant impacts than 



those identified for the proposed project. For the purposes of this SEIR, twelve alternate sites in 



San Francisco were examined as potential candidates for an off‐site alternative based in part on 



scoping comments received, as described in more detail in Section 7.5 below. One site was 



selected to represent the alternative strategy of relocating the project. 



Given the history of the proposed project and known objectives of the project sponsor, 



Alternative C, Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330, was identified as the most 



feasible option for an off‐site alternative for analysis in this SEIR. As described in Chapter 2 of 



this SEIR, in 2012, the project sponsor submitted an application to the San Francisco Planning 



Department for a proposed event center and mixed‐use development on Piers 30‐32 and Seawall 



Lot 330. The project sponsor conducted a number of studies and investigations for a project at 



this site, including preparation of detailed plans and programming for this site and conducting 



discussions and negotiations with responsible and approving agencies. Thus, based on the 



studies that were conducted for this site, Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 is considered to be a 



feasible location for an off‐site alternative for the purposes of this SEIR due to its known site 



suitability, and its previous history of potential economic viability and ability of the project 



sponsor to reasonably acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site. 



Since the issuance of the Notice of Preparation for this previous proposal in November of 2012, a 



number of changes in circumstances have occurred, leading in part to the project sponsorʹs 



decision to withdraw its application for development of the previously proposed project at Piers 



30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330. The proposed project at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 generated 



extensive public controversy. In addition, the voters of San Francisco approved Measure B in 



June 2014, which requires voter approval for any increase in existing zoning heights along the 



waterfront. While there is currently a lawsuit challenging the validity of this proposition, if 



upheld in court, the ballot measure would require the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and 



Seawall Lot 330 to obtain a zoning height change from the San Francisco voters. Many 



individuals credit this ballot measure along with increased project costs, lengthy regulatory 



approvals, and opposition to the project location as the basis for the project sponsor to relocate 



the project to Mission Bay.  Yet, in November 2014, the San Francisco voters approved Measure F 



to allow a height increase for a development project at Pier 70. The Seawall Lot 337 LLC, an 



affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify for a ballot 



measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed development 



at Seawall Lot 337 (which incidentally is one of the off‐site locations considered and eliminated 



from further consideration, as discussed in Section 7.5, below).  These efforts indicate that while it 



is difficult to obtain approval at the ballot for height increases on waterfront property and may 



extend the project approval time horizon, it is not unreasonable to expect that public support for 



a ballot measure to approve a GSW project at this alternative location is possible and would 



represent a viable project.  In addition, the San Francisco voters have historically approved 



certain aspects of a professional sports franchise at the ballot; there have been at least three prior 



ballot measures involving projects related to facilities for professional sports franchises: the 



Downtown Ballparkʺ (Proposition P) in November 1989, ʺBallparkʺ (Proposition B) in March 



1996, and ʺCandlestick Point Stadium Land Useʺ (Proposition F) in June 1997. Consequently, 
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relocating the preferred project to its previously proposed location with many of the project 



elements as originally proposed constitutes a potentially feasible off‐site alternative despite the 



abovementioned hurdles necessary for project approval. 



Therefore, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 was selected for detailed 



analysis in this SEIR, with the intent of reducing traffic‐related impacts, wastewater capacity 



impacts, operational noise impacts, UCSF hospital helipad safety impacts, construction‐related 



impacts, and water quality and hazardous materials impacts that were identified for the 



proposed project. Section 7.3, below, presents the assumptions and description of the Off‐site 



Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330, its ability to meet the project objectives, and a 



comparison of its environmental impacts compared to those of the proposed project.  



7.2.3.2 Alternatives Selected for Detailed Analysis 



The following alternatives are analyzed in this SEIR: 



 Alternative A: No Project Alternative 



 Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative 



 Alternative C: Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330  



These three alternatives were determined to adequately represent the range of feasible alternatives 



required under CEQA for this project. These alternatives would lessen, and in some cases avoid, 



significant and potentially significant adverse impacts related to transportation, air quality, noise, 



utilities, water quality, and hazardous materials that were identified for the proposed project. 



Alternative A is included as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), even though it 



would not meet the basic project objectives, but Alternatives B and C are feasible options that 



would meet most of the project objectives. Table 7‐1 summarizes and compares the 



characteristics of the proposed project with those of Alternatives A, B, and C. Detailed 



descriptions of each alternative are presented in Section 7.3, below, along with an evaluation of 



their environmental impacts. Table 7‐2 summarizes the ability of the three alternatives to meet 



the project objectives. 
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TABLE 7‐1 



COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 



Characteristic  Proposed Project  Alternative A: 
No Project 



Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C: 
Off‐Site at Piers 30‐32/SWL 330 



Summary         



Size, gross square feet (gsf)    750,000 event center 
    25,000 GSW offices 
  580,000 other office uses 
  125,000 retail use 
  475,000 parking and loading 
1,955,000  Total 



1,056,000 commercial/industrial 
     31,700 retail  
1,087,700  Total 



  750,000 event center 
    25,000 GSW offices 
  348,000 other office uses 
    75,000 retail use 
  475,000 parking and loading 
1,673,000  Total 



   694,944 event center, including 
GSW offices 
      25,946  event hall 
      90,000 retail at Piers 30‐32 
      13,172 services 
    252,554 parking and loading 
        1,820 Redʹs Java House 
1,078,436  Total at Piers 30‐32 



  208,844 residential at SWL 330 
  178,406 hotel at SWL 330 
     29,854 retail at SWL 330 
  106,339 parking at SWL 330 
    11,447 support at SWL 330 
  534,890  Total at SWL 330 



Parking, number of spaces  950 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces off‐
site 



1,050 spaces onsite  750 spaces onsite, plus 132 spaces 
off‐site 



500 at Piers 30‐32 
259 at SWL 330 



Public Open Space  3.2 acres  Not defined  3.2 acres  7.26 acres on Piers 30‐32 



Event Center         



Location  Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, 
Blocks 29‐32 



Oracle Arena, Oakland 
(rebuilt, or possibly re‐located) 



Same as Project  Piers 30‐32 and SWL 330 



Basketball Seating Capacity, number 
of seats 



18,064  19,596  Same as Project  Same as Project 



Size of Event Center, gsf   750,000  ~ 500,000  Same as Project  694,944 



GSW Management Offices and 
Practice Facilities, gsf 



25,000  ~ 16,000 sq. ft. in downtown 
Oakland 



Same as Project  Approx. same as Project 



Operations  Approx. 225 events per year 
(see Chapter 3, Project Description) 



Same as existing, in Oakland 
(see Chapter 3, Project 



Description) 



 



 



Same as Project  Same as Project 
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TABLE 7‐1 (Continued) 



COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 



Characteristic  Proposed Project 
Alternative A: 
No Project 



Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C: 
Off‐Site at Piers 30‐32 



Mixed‐Use Development          



Total Mixed Uses (non‐event center), 
gsf 



580,000, office use 
125,000, retail use 



1,056,000 
commercial/industrial/retail 



 



373,000 office use 
 75,000 retail use 



  90,000 retail at Piers 30‐32 
   29,854 retail at SWL 330 



208,844 residential at SWL 330 
178,406 hotel at SWL 330 



Maximum Height, feet 



(Building heights are measured from 
finished grade to top of building, 
consistent with the South Design for 
Development. Heights of proposed 
office and retail buildings excludes 
unoccupied top floor level with 
mechanical equipment.) 



Blocks 29‐32, Event Center: 135 feet  



Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet  



Block 29, Podium: 90 feet  



Block 31, 16th St. Tower: 160 feet  



Block 31, Podium: 90 feet  



 



Block 29, Third St. Tower: 160 feet  



Blocks 31 and 32: Approx. 100 feet  
(7 stories) 



Block 30: Approx. 75 feet (5 
stories)  



 



Blocks 29‐32, Event Center: 135 
feet  



Block 29, South St. Tower: 160 feet  



Block 29, Podium: 90 feet  



Block 31: 55 feet  



 



Event Center at Piers 30‐32: 128 feet  



Residential Uses at SWL 330: 175 
feet 



Hotel Uses at SWL 330: 105 feet 



Operations  Year‐round operations, 7 days a 
week 



(see Chapter 3, Project Description) 



Typical year‐round schedule 
expected for 



commercial/industrial/retail uses 



Same as Project  Event Center, same as Project 



Typical year‐round schedule 
expected for retail/residential/hotel 



uses 



Construction         



Duration  26 months  Approx. same as Project  Approx. same as Project  32 months 



Construction Hours  Monday through Friday, 7:00 a.m. to 
6:00 p.m., plus some nights and 
weekends 



Approx. same as Project  Approx. same as Project  Approx. same as Project 



Permits and Approvals         



Project approvals  See Chapter 3   Approval by the OCII 
Commission of a new Major 
Phase for Blocks 29‐32 



 Approval by the OCII 
Commission of individual 
Combined Basic Concept and 
Schematic Designs (Schematic 
Designs) for the project 



 



Same as Project  – United States Corps of Engineers 



– United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service 



– National Marine Fisheries Service 



– State Lands Commission 



– San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission 
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TABLE 7‐1 (Continued) 



COMPARISON OF PROPOSED PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES 



Characteristic  Proposed Project 
Alternative A: 
No Project 



Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C: 
Off‐Site at Piers 30‐32 



Permits and Approvals         



     San Francisco Department of 
Public Works and Board of 
Supervisors approval of 
subdivision maps, including 
acceptance of public 
improvements, and right‐of‐
way dedications 



 Termination or relocation of 
existing City‐reserved 
easements by applicable City 
departments to the extent 
required 



 San Francisco Department of 
Building Inspection approval of 
a building/site permit, and 
related approvals from other 
City departments include the 
SFPUC for utility connections 



 Approval from UCSF to 
terminate view easement 
[NOTE TO REVIEWERS: 
PLEASE CONFIRM if the last 
four bullets, which apply to 
the proposed project, would 
also apply to the No Project 
alternative.] 



Same as Project  – California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 



– San Francisco Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) 



–  San Francisco Planning 
Commission 



– San Francisco Port Commission 



– San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors 
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TABLE 7‐2  



SUMMARY OF ABILITY OF ALTERNATIVES TO MEET PROJECT OBJECTIVES 



Project Objective 



Alternative A: 
No Project 



Alternative B: 
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C: 
Off‐site at  



Piers 30‐32/SWL 330 



Would the alternative meet this objective? 



1.  Construct a state‐of‐the‐art, local and regional‐serving, multi‐purpose event center in San Francisco that meets 
NBA requirements for sports facilities, can be used year‐round for sporting events and entertainment, and 
convention purposes for approximately 225 events per year, with events ranging in attendance from 
approximately 3,000 to 18,500, and expands opportunities for the Cityʹs tourist, hotel, and convention business 
through an event center and mixed‐use development. 



No  Yes  Yes 



2. Build complementary mixed‐use development, including office and retail uses that create a lively local and 
regional visitor‐serving destination that is active year‐round, and allows for a financially feasible project. 



Potentially  Financial feasibility 
unknown 



Financial feasibility 
unknown 



3. Develop a project that meets high‐quality urban design and high‐level sustainability standards.  Potentially  Yes  Yes 



4. Optimize public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access to the site by locating the event center within walking 
distance to local and regional transit hubs, and adjacent to routes that provide safe and convenient access for 
pedestrians and bicycles; and develop a parking program consistent with these objectives. 



No  Yes  Yes 



5. Provide adequate parking and vehicular access that meets NBA and project sponsor’s reasonable needs for the 
event center and serves the needs of project visitors and employees, while encouraging the use of transit and 
other alternative modes of transportation. 



No  Yes  Yes 



6. Develop a project that creates an active visitor‐serving destination that is active year‐round, provides amenities 
to visitors of the event center as well as the surrounding neighborhood, promotes visitor activity and interest 
during times when the event center is not in use, and enhances the projectʹs overall feasibility. 



Potentially  Yes  Yes 



7. Provide the City with a world class performing arts venue of sufficient size to attract those events which 
currently bypass San Francisco due to lack of world class 3,000 to 4,000 seat facility 



No  Yes  Yes 



8. Develop a project that promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas 
reduction, stormwater management using green technology, and job creation consistent with the objectives of the 
California Jobs and Economic Improvement Through Environmental Leadership Act (AB 900), as amended. 



Potentially  Yes  Yes 
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7.3 Alternatives Analysis 



This section presents the detailed analysis of the impacts of the selected alternatives compared to 



the proposed project. For each of the three alternatives, this section presents a description of the 



alternative and assumptions used in analyzing that alternative, assesses the ability of the 



alternative to meet each of the project objectives, and analyzes the impacts of the alternative 



compared to those of the proposed project. The impact analysis is based on the same 



environmental setting and significance thresholds as presented for each resource topic in Chapter 



5 and uses the same approach to analysis. Except as noted, the impact analysis of the alternatives 



is qualitative, relative to the identified impacts of the project, and the reader is referred to 



Chapter 5 and the Initial Study for the more detailed analysis. For transportation, noise, and air 



quality, however, the analyses are quantitative in order to provide a more refined comparison of 



the severity of impacts associated with the alternatives relative to those of the proposed project. 



7.3.1 Alternative A: No Project  



As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e), the No Project Alternative is evaluated to 



allow decision‐makers to compare the environmental effects of approving the proposed project 



with the effects of not approving it. The No Project Alternative represents what would 



reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project is not approved. 



7.3.1.1 Description of the No Project Alternative 



Under the No Project Alternative, the Golden State Warriors organization would not relocate to 



San Francisco, and Blocks 29‐32 in the Mission Bay South Plan area would not be developed with 



the proposed event center and mixed‐use development described in Chapter 3 of this SEIR. 



Instead, it is assumed that in the short term, the Warriors organization would exercise its option 



to stay in Oakland, and accordingly, the team would continue to play its home games at Oracle 



Arena and lease their management offices and practice facility at the Oakland Convention Center 



in Oakland. Oracle Arena, built in 1966 and remodeled in 1996, is the oldest facility still in use by 



the NBA. Therefore, under this alternative, it is likely that the Warriors organization would either 



build a new arena at its current location or relocate and build a new facility in the long term in 



the Bay Area or elsewhere.  



Currently, there are no other development proposals pending at Blocks 29‐32, but given its prime 



location, it is reasonable to expect that development at Blocks 29‐32 would occur in the 



foreseeable future.  Thus, the No Project Alternative does not assume that Blocks 29‐32 would 



remain under their current vacant conditions, but rather that the site would be developed as was 



proposed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Specifically, the No Project Alternative assumes that Blocks 



29‐32 would be developed consistent with the restrictions and controls established in the Mission 



Bay South Redevelopment Plan (South Plan) and the South Design for Development. 



For the purposes of this SEIR, a hypothetical development scenario was developed that conforms 



to the South Plan and associated Design for Development, which allows all building to be a 



maximum of 90 feet in height, except for one 160‐foot high tower on Block 29. As depicted in 
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Figure 7‐1, the No Project Alternatives assumes that approximately 1,056,000 gross square feet 



(gsf) of commercial/industrial plus 31,700 gsf of retail uses would be developed at Blocks 29‐32, 



for a total of 1, 087,700 gsf. There would be no event center. The commercial/industrial uses 



would presumably consist of office and research/development uses, with a 13‐story, 160‐foot tall 



office tower located on Block 29 along Third Street and varying heights of office mid‐rise 



buildings, all less than 90 feet in height, throughout Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32. One‐ to two‐story 



retail uses would located at the corner of Third and South Streets on Block 29 and along the re‐



aligned Terry A. Francois Boulevard on Block 30. There would be two above grade five‐ to five‐



and‐a‐half‐story parking structures, one on South Street and one on 16th Street, with a total of 



1,050 parking stalls. It is assumed that publically accessible open spaces would be provided 



amidst the office buildings.  



This scenario assumes that no further CEQA environmental review would be required beyond 



the Mission Bay FSEIR and that no amendments to the South Plan or Design for Development 



would be needed, although OCII would make that final determination as to the need for 



supplemental CEQA environmental review on a project‐specific basis.  



7.3.1.2 Ability of the No Project Alternative to Meet Project Objectives 



As shown in Table 7‐2, the No Project Alternative would could potentially meet four of the eight 



project objectives, depending on the proposed program. However, the No Project Alternative 



would fail to achieve the primary objective of the project sponsor of constructing a new event 



center and home court for the Golden State Warriors NBA basketball team. Consequently, this 



alternative would not optimize or provide public transit, pedestrian, parking, and vehicular and 



bicycle access to an event center, nor would it provide the City with a 3,000 to 4,000 seat 



performing arts venue. However, given that there is currently no specific design or proposal for 



the hypothetical No Project development scenario, it is reasonable to assume that the 



development could be designed to create a lively local and regional, year‐round visitor‐serving 



destination that meets high quality urban design and high‐level sustainability standards, and 



promotes environmental sustainability, transportation efficiency, greenhouse gas reduction, and 



other green building technologies.  
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7.3.1.3 Impacts of the No Project Alternative  



The No Project Alternative would result in similar impacts to those disclosed in the Mission Bay 



FSEIR and would be subject to all mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR 



applicable to Blocks 29‐32. Impacts of the No Project Alternative would also be similar to those of 



the proposed project. This is because many of the impacts would result from the conversion of a 



vacant parcel at this same location to a fully developed City block, regardless of the size of the 



development, and the same mitigation or improvement measures identified for the proposed 



project would apply to the No Project Alternative. The impacts of the No Project Alternative as 



compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below by resource topic. The reader is 



referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP‐IS) and Chapter 5 of this SEIR for the full analysis of 



impacts similar to those of the proposed project. 



The environmental impact analysis of the No Project Alternative considers only the hypothetical 



development scenario on Blocks 29‐32 described above and does not consider any effects 



associated with building a new arena for the Warriors basketball team at another location, which, 



given the unknown location and development scenario, would be too speculative to provide a 



meaningful impact analysis (with the exception of Alternative C, described below). However, it is 



acknowledged that under the No Project alternative, construction of a new arena at another 



location could result in environmental impacts similar to those described for the proposed project 



at that other location, whether it be in the Bay Area or elsewhere.  



Land Use 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not physically divide an established 



community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon the existing 



character of the vicinity. The commercial/industrial/retail uses would occur within the boundary 



of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and associated Design for 



Development, and would be comparable in character to surrounding land uses. All land use 



impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  



Aesthetics 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be on an infill site, within a transit 



priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code Section 



21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects. 



Population and Housing 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not induce substantial population 



growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or displace 



substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and operation would 



be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross square footage of 



development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing would be 



displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All 



population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  
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Cultural and Paleontological Resources 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not affect the significance of a historical 



resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, and not disturb any human remains, 



assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and 



no mitigation would be required. Also, because construction of the No Project Alternative would be 



comparable to that of the proposed project, although excavation requirements would be less 



because parking would be above rather than below grade, this alternative, like the proposed 



project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 



that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground disturbance associated with grading and 



foundation work could affect unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation 



measures, Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery 



Program, and Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, 



would be applicable to the No Project Alternative and would make this impact less than significant 



with mitigation. 



Transportation and Circulation 



The No Project Alternative would include a greater amount of office uses than the proposed 



project (an additional 451,000 gsf), but 30,800 gsf less retail space, and no restaurant or event 



center uses. Under the No Project Alternative, about 1,050 on‐site vehicle parking spaces would 



be provided, compared to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project; vehicular ingress 



and egress from the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to 



the proposed project. Also similar to the proposed project, on‐site loading spaces would be 



provided within the garage, and, it is anticipated that some additional on‐street parking spaces 



adjacent to the project site would be designated as commercial loading spaces. However, because 



the No Project Alternative would not include an event center or restaurant uses, taxi and 



paratransit zones would not be provided on the curb adjacent to the project site. Under this 



alternative, 16th Street would be extended between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois 



Boulevard with a configuration consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, and 



Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be realigned to the west, adjacent to the project site. 



Table 7‐3 presents the travel demand for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the 



proposed project and the three alternatives. As indicated in Table 7‐3, the number of weekday 



p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the No Project Alternative 



would be less than with the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would generate 1,917 



person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 879 fewer 



person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 199 person trips for the No Project 



Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 2,931 fewer person trips) 



during the Saturday evening peak hour. Because the No Project Alternative would not include an  
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TABLE 7‐3 



PROPOSED PROJECT AND PROJECT ALTERNATIVES TRIP GENERATION BY MODE,  



LAND USE – WEEKDAY PM AND SATURDAY EVENING PEAK HOURS 



Project Land Use 



Proposed Project – No Eventa 
Alternative A 



No Project Alternativeb 



Alternative B 



Reduced Intensity Alternative – 
 No Eventc 



Alternative C 
Off‐Site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 



and SWL 330 – No Eventd 



Auto  Transit
Walk/ 
Othere  Total  Auto  Transit



Walk/ 
Other  Total  Auto  Transit



Walk/ 
Other  Total  Auto  Transit



Walk/ 
Other  Total 



Weekday PM                                 



Event Center  6  14  3  22  0  0  0  0  6  14  3  22  8  11  2  21 



Office  298  506  127  931  520  884  221  1,625  183  312  79  574  21  26  8  55 



Retail/Restaurant  1,041  360  441  1,843  180  43  69  292  624  217  264  1,105  468  353  469  1,290 



Residential and Hotel  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  157  124  140  421 



Total person trips  1,344  881  570  2,796  700  927  290  1,917  813  543  346  1,702  654  514  619  1,787 



Vehicle trips  702  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  445  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  427  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  355  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Inbound  255  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  80  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  154  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  149  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Outbound  447  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  365  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  273  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  206  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



Transit trips  ‐‐  881  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  927  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  543  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  514  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Inbound  ‐‐  157  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  42  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  94  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  177  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Outbound  ‐‐  724  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  885  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  448  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  337  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



Saturday Evening                                  



Event Center  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0 



Office  7  17  3  27  13  29  5  47  4  11  2  17  0  0  0  0 



Retail/Restaurant  1,700  656  747  3,103  94  22  36  152  1,020  393  449  1,862  843  678  804  2,324 



Residential and Hotel  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  134  115  107  357 



Total person trips  1,707  673  750  3,130  107  51  41  199  1,024  404  451  1,879  976  792  911  2,680 



Vehicle trips  785  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  60  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  471  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  435  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Inbound  367  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  24  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  220  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  192  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Outbound  418  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  36  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  251  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  293  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



Transit trips  ‐‐  673  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  51  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  404  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  792  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Inbound  ‐‐  261  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  8  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  156  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  279  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



‐ Outbound  ‐‐  413  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  43  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  248  ‐‐  ‐‐  ‐‐  513  ‐‐  ‐‐ 



NOTES: 
a  Proposed Project includes 605,000 gsf of office use, 62,500 gsf of retail use, 11,000 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 51,500 gsf of sit‐down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center. 
b  The No Project Alternative includes 1,056,000 gsf of office use, and 31,700 gsf of retail use. 
c  The Reduced Development Alt includes 373,000 gsf of office use, 37,500 gsf of retail use, 6,600 gsf of quick service restaurant use, 30,900 gsf of sit‐down restaurant use, and a 750,000 gsf event center. 
d  The Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and SWL 330 includes 35,600 gsf of office, 40,390 gsf of retail, 36,000 gsf of quick service and 43,464 gsf of sit‐down restaurant, 176 residential units, 227‐room hotel, 



and a 695,000 gsf event center. 
e  “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.
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event center, the comparison of travel demand and transportation impacts are presented for the 



proposed project’s No Event scenario.  



Construction Impacts. Construction‐related ground transportation impacts would be similar to 



the proposed project and would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐1: 



Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would 



also be applicable to this alternative.   



Traffic Impacts. The No Project Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the 



proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would 



generate about 445 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project, while 



during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project Alternative would generate 60 vehicle 



trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project (see Table 7‐3, above). The intersection 



LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7‐4 and Table 7‐5 



for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. With a reduction in the 



number of vehicles added to the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during 



the peak hours compared to the existing conditions would be less than would occur under the 



proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections would operate at 



LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project, however the LOS at the intersection 



of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at the existing LOS E, as compared to LOS F for the 



proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternativeʹs contribution to the 



existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, King/Fifth/I‐280 ramps, 



and Fifth/Bryant/I‐80 westbound off‐ramp would not be considerable, and traffic impacts at these 



three intersections would therefore, be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s 



contribution to the existing LOS E conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th 



would be considerable, and would be a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the proposed 



project for the No Event scenario, the No Project Alternative would result in significant and 



unavoidable impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the 



weekday p.m. peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less 



than for conditions with the proposed project.  



During the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario, under the No Project 



Alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic 



impacts would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project. present The freeway ramp 



LOS for the proposed project and No Project Alternative are shown in Table 7‐6 and Table 7‐7 



for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, respectively. The No Project Alternative 



would add fewer vehicle trips to the I‐280 and I‐80 freeway mainline and ramps than the 



proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result 



in project‐specific impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions 



during the weekday p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours. Because the No Project Alternative 



would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated 



with events, including overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, at the study intersections and 



I‐80 and I‐280 freeway ramps would not occur.  
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TABLE 7‐4 



INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ‐ EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ALTERNATIVE CONDITIONS –  



WITHOUT A SF GIANTS GAME ‐ WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 



#  Intersection Location 



Existing 



Proposed 



Project  



No Project 



Alternative 



Reduced 



Intensity 



Alternative 



Delaya  LOSb  Delay  LOS  Delay  LOS  Delay  LOS 



1  King St  Third Street  72.7  E  73.2  E  73.0  E  72.9  E 



2  King St  Fourth Street  51.9  D  52.5  D  52.6  D  52.7  D 



3  King St/Fifth St  I‐280 ramps  59.2  E  59.2  E  59.2  E  59.2  E 



4  Fifth St/Harrison  I‐80 WB off‐ramp  48.4  D  48.5  D  48.4  D  48.5  D 



5  Fifth St/Bryant St  I‐80 EB on‐ramp  >80  F  >80  F  >80  F  >80  F 



6  Third Street  Channel Street  38.0  D  38.3  D  35.5  D  33.0  C 



7  Fourth Street  Channel Street  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A 



8  Seventh Street  Mission Bay Dr  23.1  C  30.2  C  27.0  C  27.0  C 



9  TA Francois Blvd  South Streetc  11.1(eb)  B  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A 



10  Third Street  South Street  24.9  C  28.5  C  26.9  C  27.7  C 



11  TA Francois Blvd  16th Streetc  ‐‐  ‐‐  17.2  B  17.2  B  17.2  B 



12  Illinois Street  16th Streetc  12.6(nb) B  12.8 (nb)  B  10.9 (nb)  B  11.3 (nb)  B 



13  Third Street  16th Streete  29.3  C  32.2  C  31.3  C  31.2  C 



14  Fourth Street  16th Streete  21.5  B  32.7  C  26.3  C  25.7  C 



15  Owens Street  16th Streete  35.5  C  41.2  D  37.3  D  37.8  D 



16  7th/Mississippi   16th Streete  68.6  E  > 80  F  67.9  E  73.4  E 



17  Illinois Street  Mariposa Streetc  10.6(eb)  B  16.1  B  14.8 (sb)  B  15.8  B 



18  Third Street  Mariposa Street  36.2  D  42.5  D  37.3  D  39.4  D 



19  Fourth Street  Mariposa Street  13.2  B  15.3  B  14.5  B  14.0  B 



20  Mariposa Street  I‐280 NB off‐ramp  25.8  C  26.4  C  26.6  C  26.1  C 



21  Mariposa Street  I‐280 SB on‐rampd  11.9  B  12.9  B  12.9  B  12.5  B 



22  Third Street  Cesar Chavez St  43.0  D  49.7  D  46.4  D  48.5  D 



NOTES: 



a  Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach 
indicated in ( ). 



b  Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 
c  All‐way stop‐controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of 



the proposed project. 
d  The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I‐280 southbound on‐ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street 



between the I‐280 northbound off‐ramp and I‐280 southbound on‐ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa 
Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 



e  Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed‐flow lane in each direction to 
a side‐running transit‐only lane.  



 



SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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TABLE 7‐5 



INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ‐ EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ALTERNATIVE CONDITIONS –  



WITHOUT A SF GIANTS GAME – SATURDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR 



#  Intersection Location 



Existing 



Proposed 



Project  



No Project 



Alternative 



Reduced 



Intensity 



Alternative 



Delaya  LOSb  Delay  LOS  Delay  LOS  Delay  LOS 



1  King St  Third Street  26.6  C  28.4  C  26.7  C  27.7  C 



2  King St  Fourth Street  22.6  C  23.0  C  22.7  C  22.9  C 



3  King St/Fifth St  I‐280 ramps  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A 



4  Fifth St/Harrison  I‐80 WB off‐ramp  29.2  C  29.5  C  29.5  C  29.4  C 



5  Fifth St/Bryant St  I‐80 EB on‐ramp  27.0  C  27.6  C  27.1  C  27.3  C 



6  Third Street  Channel Street  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A 



7  Fourth Street  Channel Street  13.6  B  13.0  B  13.6  B  13.4  B 



8  Seventh Street  Mission Bay Dr  12.4  B  12.5  B  11.6  B  12.1  B 



9  TA Francois Blvd  South Streetc  < 10(eb)  A  < 10   A  < 10   A  < 10   A 



10  Third Street  South Street  < 10  A  10.1  B  < 10  A  < 10  B 



11  TA Francois Blvd  16th Streetc  ‐‐  ‐‐  17.4  B  17.4  B  17.4  B 



12  Illinois Street  16th Streetc  < 10(nb) A  12.3(eb)  B  < 10 (nb)  A  <10(nb)  A 



13  Third Street  16th Streete  10.7  B  13.8  B  10.7  B  12.6  B 



14  Fourth Street  16th Streete  14.3  B  12.9  B  14.1  B  13.1  B 



15  Owens Street  16th Streete  < 10  A  13.6  B  < 10  A  11.0  B 



16  7th/Mississippi   16th Streete  18.4  B  29.3  C  18.8  B  22.8  C 



17  Illinois Street  Mariposa Streetc  < 10(eb)  A  15.8  B  < 10 (eb)  A  15.2  B 



18  Third Street  Mariposa Street  16.6  B  19.4  B  16.8  B  19.0  B 



19  Fourth Street  Mariposa Street  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A 



20  Mariposa Street  I‐280 NB off‐ramp  16.1  B  16.3  B  16.1  B  16.2  B 



21  Mariposa Street  I‐280 SB on‐rampd  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A 



22  Third Street  Cesar Chavez St  18.4  B  17.5  B  18.4  B  17.3  B 



NOTES: 
a  Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach 



indicated in ( ). 
b  Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 
c  All‐way stop‐controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of 



the proposed project. 
d  The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I‐280 southbound on‐ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street 



between the I‐280 northbound off‐ramp and I‐280 southbound on‐ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa 
Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 



e  Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed‐flow lane in each direction to 
a side‐running transit‐only lane.  



 



SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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TABLE 7‐6 



FREEWAY RAMP LEVEL OF SERVICE ‐ EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ALTERNATIVE CONDITIONS –  



WITHOUT A SF GIANTS GAME ‐ WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 



#  Ramp Location 



Existing 
Proposed 
Project  



No Project 
Alternative 



Reduced 
Intensity 
Alternative 



Densitya  LOSb  Density  LOS  Density  LOS  Density  LOS 



1  I‐80 EB on‐ramp at Sterling  35  E  36  E  36  E  36  E 



2  I‐80 EB on‐ramp at Fifth/Bryant   ‐‐  F  ‐‐  F  ‐‐  F  ‐‐  F 



3  I‐80 WB off‐ramp at Fifth/Harrison   30  D  30  D  30  D  30  D 



4  I‐280 SB on‐ramp at Pennsylvania  35  E  35  E  35  E  35  E 



5  I‐280 NB off‐ramp at Mariposa  26  C  26  C  26  C  26  C 



6  I‐280 SB on‐ramp at Mariposa  31  D  32  D  32  D  32  D 



NOTES: 
a  Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on‐ramp and off‐ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars 



per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity. 
b  Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 



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



 



 



 



 



TABLE 7‐7 



FREEWAY RAMP LEVEL OF SERVICE ‐ EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ALTERNATIVE CONDITIONS –  



WITHOUT A SF GIANTS GAME – SATURDAY EVENING PEAK HOUR 



#  Ramp Location 



Existing 
Proposed 
Project  



No Project 
Alternative 



Reduced 
Intensity 
Alternative 



Densitya  LOSb  Density  LOS  Density  LOS  Density  LOS 



1  I‐80 EB on‐ramp at Sterling  22  C  22  C  22  C  22  C 



2  I‐80 EB on‐ramp at Fifth/Bryant   35  E  36  E  35  E  36  E 



3  I‐80 WB off‐ramp at Fifth/Harrison   25  C  26  C  25  C  25  C 



4  I‐280 SB on‐ramp at Pennsylvania  13  B  13  B  13  B  13  B 



5  I‐280 NB off‐ramp at Mariposa  16  B  17  B  16  B  17  B 



6  I‐280 SB on‐ramp at Mariposa  12  B  13  B  12  B  13  B 



NOTES: 
a  Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on‐ramp and off‐ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars 



per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity. 
b  Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 



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



 











7. Alternatives 



 



OCII Case No. ER 2014‐919‐97  7‐29  Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E    at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 



Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision 



Transit Impacts. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Project Alternative would generate 



927 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project under the No Event 



scenario (i.e., 46 more transit trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour the No Project 



Alternative would generate 51 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed project 



under the No Event scenario (i.e., 662 fewer transit trips). The additional 46 transit trips 



generated by the No Project Alternative during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be 



accommodated on the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, 



and on the regional transit providers, and transit impacts would be less than significant. Because 



the No Project Alternative would not include an event center, the significant and unavoidable 



impacts on Muni and regional transit associated with events, including overlapping events at 



AT&T Park would not occur. 



Bicycle and Pedestrian Impacts. The No Project Alternative would result in fewer person‐trips 



and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the No 



Project Alternative would result in an increase in the number of vehicles, pedestrians, and 



bicycles in the vicinity of the project site, however, this increase would be less than for the 



proposed project, and, similar to the proposed project, would not be substantial enough to 



impede pedestrian travel on adjacent sidewalks and crosswalks, or affect bicycle travel or 



facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative’s 



impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. 



Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would include on‐



site and on‐street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, although the 



number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the proposed project (i.e., five 



on‐site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements, 



compared to 13 spaces provided as part of the proposed project). The No Project Alternative 



would generate 229 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the proposed 



project. Because the No Project Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the 



loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to 



the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐8: Truck and 



Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be 



applicable to the No Project Alternative. 



Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the No Project Alternative, the roadway network 



adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be built out in 



accordance with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, which would facilitate emergency 



vehicle access to the site. Similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the No Project 



Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.  



Cumulative Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not 



contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction‐related ground transportation 



impacts, and the No Project Alternative’s cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and 



emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. The No Project Alternative’s cumulative 



transit and pedestrian impacts would be less than significant, compared to less than significant 
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with mitigation for the proposed project. The No Project Alternative would contribute 



considerably to significant 2040 cumulative traffic impacts at two intersections (i.e., Owens/16th 



and Seventh/Mississippi/16th), compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project, and 



would not significantly contribute to any freeway ramps (compared to three for the proposed 



project). 



Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative could result 



in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence of a 



tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. Regardless, implementation of the 



same mitigation measure (Mitigation Measures M‐TR‐9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project 



Construction) would reduce this impact to less than significant. Unlike the proposed project, the 



No Project Alternative would not involve specialized outdoor lighting associated with the event 



center, so the operational lighting impacts would be no impact.   



Noise 



Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the No Project Alternative would 



not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity; 



expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose people and 



structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the No Project Alternative, the same or 



similar construction equipment would be used, construction duration would likely be shorter due 



to the reduced amount of excavation, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance 



would be required. Construction noise impacts would be the same or less than the proposed 



project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. However, similar 



to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative could contribute considerably to cumulative 



construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other construction activities occurring 



concurrently in the immediate vicinity. While there is no defined construction schedule for this 



alternative, there is the potential for the planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including 



multiple elements of the University of California, San Francisco (UCSF) Long Range Development 



Plan (LRDP) at the Mission Bay Campus, to overlap with construction activities at this site. 



Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐C‐NO‐1 



(Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternativeʹs contribution to cumulative 



construction noise impacts to less than significant with mitigation. 



Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the No Project Alternative would have less severe 



noise impacts than the proposed project. This alternative would introduce fewer noise sources to 



the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources. Under the No Project Alternative, noise 



impacts related to amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances or with 



operation of public address systems would be no impact, and this alternative would avoid this 



operational noise impact. Mitigation Measures M‐NO‐4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor 



Amplified Sound) and M‐NO‐4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit), which 



were identified for the proposed project, would not be required.  



Similarly, while the No Project Alternative would increase the vehicular traffic in the project 



vicinity, the increased weekday and weekend traffic noise levels would be less severe than those 
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under the proposed project, and unlike the proposed project, would not exceed significance 



thresholds at any of the six modeled roadway segments, as shown in Table 7‐8.  



TABLE 7‐8 



MODELED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS, NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVEa 



Roadway Segment 
Existing 
(2015) 



Existing plus 
No Project 
Alternative  



dBA 
Difference



Significant 
Increase? 



Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)         



Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street  69.1 69.3  0.2 No



Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Streetb 69.9 69.9  0.0 No



Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street 60.3 62.8  2.5 No



Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street 59.8 59.8  0.0 No



16th Street between Third Street and I‐280  66.4 67.0  0.6 No



Mariposa Street between Third Street and I‐280 65.5 66.2  0.7 No



Roadway Segment 
Existing 
(2015) 



Existing plus 
No Project 
Alternative  



dBA 
Difference



Significant 
Increase? 



Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)         



Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street  64.7 64.8  0.1 No



Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street 65.1 65.2  0.1 No



Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street 54.7 55.8  1.1 No



Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street 54.0 54.0  0.0 No



16th Street between Third Street and I‐280  61.4 61.7  0.3 No



Mariposa Street between Third Street and I‐280 60.4 60.6  0.2 No
 
NOTES: 
a  Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal 



Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, 
depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or 
greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise 
environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA. 



b  This portion of Third Street would not see meaningful increases in traffic volumes during events due to project access limitations and 
egress routing during events. 



 
SOURCE: ESA 2015 



_______________________ 



Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3‐9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi‐



family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed 



significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to 



post‐basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday 



evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in 



Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable 



permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Under the No Project Alternative, 



modeled noise levels at none of the roadway segments in the project vicinity would exceed 



significance thresholds, and specifically no exceedances would occur on weekday 9 to 11 p.m. 



due to post‐basketball game traffic or on Saturdays 6 to 8 p.m. Therefore, operational noise 



impacts would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and 



unavoidable operational noise impacts identified for the proposed project.  
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Similarly, unlike the proposed project, under cumulative conditions, the No Project Alternativeʹs 



contribution to roadway noise increases would be less than significant, including during the 



weekday p.m. peak hour. In contrast, the proposed project would result in a significant and 



unavoidable contribution to cumulative roadway noise impacts along Illinois Street between 



Mariposa and 20th Streets (during weekday p.m. peak hour and during Saturday evening 6 to 8 



p.m.) and on Mariposa Street between Third Street and I‐280 (during Saturday evening 6 to 8 



p.m.). Therefore, the No Project Alternative would substantially lessen the significant and 



unavoidable cumulative roadway noise impacts of the proposed project. 



Furthermore, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, the proposed project would have a 



significant and unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds 



gathering at the Muni T‐Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during 



quieter nighttime periods, when event patrons would be departing the project site. Under the No 



Project Alternative, there would be no impact related to crowd noise, and this alternative would 



avoid this significant and unavoidable impact. 



Like the proposed project, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts of future 



operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because office and 



research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses. 



Air Quality 



Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction impacts of the No Project 



Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for 



the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction‐related 



emissions of ROG and NOx for project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which 



would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with mitigation, NOx levels would 



exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum level of 



compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). However, while construction activities for the No Project 



Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project, the construction duration would 



likely be shortened as the amount of excavation would be reduced. Although similar equipment 



would be used in construction of the No Project Alternative, resultant emissions would be less 



because the scale of construction and the intensity of construction are assumed to be reduced. 



Table 7‐9 presents the construction‐related criteria air pollutant emissions for the No Project 



Alternative. Construction of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of ROG, NOx, 



PM10, and PM2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, construction‐



related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than significant.  
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TABLE 7‐9 



AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS 



  
Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Total  37  49  2.3  2.2 



Significance Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  No  No  No  No 



 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



 



Operational Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, operational impacts of the No Project 



Alternative would be less than significant, compared to a significant and unavoidable impact for 



the project. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of 



ROG and NOx under the proposed project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, 



exceeding significance thresholds. However, under the No Project Alternative, operational 



emissions would be less than those of the proposed project because of reduced trip lengths 



associated with worker commutes versus the regional trip lengths generated by events at the arena 



under the proposed project. Table 7‐10 presents the operational criteria air pollutant emissions for 



the No Project Alternative. Operation of the No Project Alternative would result in emissions of 



ROG, NOx, PM10, and PM 2.5 that would be below the thresholds of significance. Consequently, 



operational criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative would be less than 



significant. 



TABLE 7‐10 



AVERAGE DAILY AND MAXIMUM ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS FOR THE NO PROJECT 



ALTERNATIVE 



 
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Emission Source             



Mobile  14  31  22  6.3 



Energy  0.54  4.9  0.37  0.37 



Area Sources  20  <0.01  <0.01  <0.01 



Total  35  36  22  6.7 



Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  No  No  No  No 



 
Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Emission Source             



Mobile  2.6  5.6  4.0  1.2 



Energy  0.10  0.89  0.07  0.07 



Area Sources  3.6  <0.01  <0.01  <0.01 



Total  6.3 6.5 4.1  1.2 



Threshold  10  10  15  10 



Above Threshold?  No  No  No  No 
 
SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 
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Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the No 



Project Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter. 



However, given the reduced level of construction and the reduced mobile sources, the No Project 



Alternative would have somewhat less severe impacts than the proposed project. Thus, like the 



project (see Table 5.4‐10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off‐site receptor 



locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation, as shown in 



Table 7‐11. Cumulative (background plus No Project Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during 



project operations would be 9.0 μg/m3. Furthermore, at no off‐site location, during construction 



or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 μg/m3 threshold. Therefore, 



the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air 



Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational 



PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant. 



TABLE 7‐11 



ANNUAL AVERAGE PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS AT OFF‐SITE RECEPTORS 



 FOR THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 



 
PM2.5 Concentration 



(μg/m3, Annual Average) 



Source  UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor   UCSF Hospital Receptor  



Construction 



Background at the maximally impacted receptor   8.5  8.6 



Unmitigated Construction Contribution  0.14  0.14 



Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)  8.8  8.8 



Significance Threshold  10  10 



Significant?  No  No 



Operation 



Background at the maximally impacted receptor   8.5  8.6 



Project Operations – Generators  0.06  0.06 



Project Operations – Mobile  0.32  0.32 



Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)  8.9  9.0 



Significance Threshold  10  10 



Significant?  No  No 



 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



 



Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off‐site receptors under the No Project Alternative would also 



be less than significant, which would be less severe than the comparable impact under the 



proposed project. For the proposed project (see Table 5.4‐11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the 



unmitigated risk would exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation 



Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than 



significant. As shown in Table 7‐12, under the No Project Alternative, the cumulative excess 
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cancer risk at all receptor locations would be below the significance threshold of 100 per one 



million. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations 



meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for excess cancer risk, and construction and 



operational cancer risk would be less than significant and no mitigation is required.  



TABLE 7‐12 



LIFETIME EXCESS CANCER RISK AT OFF‐SITE RECEPTORS FOR THE NO PROJECT 



ALTERNATIVE 



  Excess Cancer Risk (in one million) 



Source 



UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 
UCSF Hospital 
Receptor  



Child Resident  Adult Resident  (Child Resident) 



Background at the maximally impacted receptor   26  26  44 



Unmitigated Construction Contribution  12  0.6  8 



Project Operations – Generators  30  30  30 



Project Operations – Mobile  7.2  7.2  7.2 



Cumulative Total   75.2  63.8  89.2 



Significance Threshold  100  100  100 



Significant ?  No  No  No 



 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



 



Consistency with Clean Air Plan. The No Project Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 



CAP by resulting in non‐attainment criteria air pollutant and precursor emissions that would be 



less than the quantity considered by BAAQMD to represent a cumulatively considerable 



contribution to regional air quality. Additionally, the No Project Alternative would be consistent 



with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land 



use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various 



components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the numerous transportation 



demand management measures are included as part of the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment 



Plan, with which this alternative would be consistent. The No Project Alternative would also not 



hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the No Project Alternative would not conflict 



with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than 



significant and no mitigation would be required. In comparison, the proposed project would be 



consistent with the Clean Air Plan for reasons described in Section 5.4, Air Quality, with 



implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), Mitigation 



Measure M‐AQ‐2a (Recue Operational Emissions), Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐2b (Emission 



Offsets), and FSEIR Mitigation Measure F.1 (Measures to Reduce Vehicle Trips).  



Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that 



would affect a substantial number of people. 
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Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The No Project Alternative would not result in significant and 



unavoidable air quality impacts, and consequently, would not result in a cumulatively 



considerable contribution to regional or local air quality impacts. Therefore, unlike the proposed 



project, the cumulative air quality impacts of the No Project Alternative would be less than 



significant. This is in contrast to the proposed project, for which the projectʹs contribution to 



cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, 



because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of 



ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds. 



Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would generate greenhouse gas (GHG) 



emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or conflict 



with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Even 



though the development under the No Project Alternative is only a hypothetical scenario at this 



time, it can be expected that this alternative would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that 



would be consistent with the Cityʹs GHG Reduction Strategy, including compliance with San 



Francisco Green Building Requirements, San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance, San 



Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance, Mandatory Recycling and Composting 



Ordinance, and San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance to name 



a few. Furthermore, consistent with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan, the alternative would 



include transportation management programs. Given the reduced size of the No Project 



Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and 



operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts 



related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation is required. 



Wind and Shadow 



Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and 



unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off‐site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. 



Under the hypothetical development scenario for the No Project Alternative, the 135‐foot tall 



event center proposed in the east and central part of the project site under the project would be 



replaced with a variety of buildings 7 stories high or less, and on the west side of the project site 



there would be only one 160‐foot tall office tower instead of the two towers proposed by the 



project. The different building massing, configuration and heights on the project site under the 



No Project Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including at pedestrian use 



areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of wind tunnel 



testing for the No Project Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions of the No Project 



Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified.  Consequently, the effect of the 



change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of off‐site wind hazards for the 



No Project Alternative under existing plus project and cumulative conditions is not known  



However, like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would be subject to the Mission 



Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, which were 



prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and to reduce 
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adverse wind impacts.  Since the No Project Alternative hypothetical scenario would contain 



buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential 



wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development. 



Shadow. Since it is assumed that the No Project Alternative would comply with the design 



standards of the South Design for Development, it is therefore determined to reasonably limit 



areas of shadow on public open spaces during the active months of the year (March to 



September) and during the most active times of the day (10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.), and would not 



be subject to a shadow analysis.  Similar to the proposed project, the No Project Alternative 



shadow impact and its contribution to cumulative shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open 



space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., 



Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua Vista Park), would be less than significant and 



no mitigation would be required. 



Recreation 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not substantially increase the use of 



existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities. 



Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed project, 



based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by existing 



and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All 



recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Utilities and Service Systems 



Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, 



the No Project Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, require 



construction of new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid 



waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water 



supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the 



proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  



Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative in 



combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South 



area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the 



construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant 



and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in 



Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at 



capacity, and new development at Blocks 29‐32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in 



combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the 



need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result 



in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of 



development, the wastewater demand from the No Project Alternative would be less than that 



identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater treatment capacity 



required would accordingly be less. 
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Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, the No Project 



Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to the same 



stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by the same 



stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the Mission Bay 



Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage facilities for 



the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the No Project Alternative would 



likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) that it 



has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to its 



existing commitments. Even though the No Project Alternative would have a reduced gross 



square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the proposed 



project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the Mission Bay 



Sanitary Pump Station would indicated that an increase in capacity and associated improvements 



to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the SFPUC would 



make the same determination for the No Project Alternative as they did for the proposed project, 



and Mitigation Measure M‐C‐UT‐4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump Station Upgrades) would 



apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 



Public Services 



Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed 



project, the No Project Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools because it 



would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public health, 



childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the assumptions 



provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the Mission Bay 



FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and 



operation of the No Project Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered 



governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of this 



alternative would require the same or fewer employees and have the same or shorter duration. 



Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, 



population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency 



medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the 



proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant 



and no mitigation would be required. 



Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the No Project 



Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for 



law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require the same or fewer 



employees and have the same or shorter duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square 



footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and consequently 



demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be the same or 
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less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be 



less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Biological Resources 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not have an effect on any special status 



species, federally protected wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or 



conflict with any local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than 



significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the No 



Project Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project 



site could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐4a 



(Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with 



buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of 



Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than 



significant with mitigation. 



Geology and Soils 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to 



substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a 



geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially 



change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than 



significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no 



mitigation would be required. 



Hydrology and Water Quality 



Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternativeʹs construction‐related 



water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to 



comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality. 



Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not deplete groundwater supplies or 



interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that would result in 



erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial risk of loss due to 



flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to significant risk 



involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than significant with 



compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. 



Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The No Project Alternative would have the same or less 



severe operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the 



No Project Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather flows 



(sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges from the 



Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage discharges, 



and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the development under 
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the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be expected to 



result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts would be the same or less 



severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary 



sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco 



Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with 



applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been 



issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential impacts 



related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with mitigation, 



assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires implementation of 



measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not typically associated with 



most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do not cause a violation of the 



NDPES permit for the SEWPCP. 



Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that 



operation of the No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to a significant risk 



of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As described in Chapter 5, 



Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 2.5 feet with 36 inches 



of sea level rise in combination with 100‐year storm surge by 2100. The proposed project would 



be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and 



visitors in the event of flooding. Although there is no specific design for the hypothetical No 



Project Alternative, it is assumed that this alternative would be designed consistent with San 



Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements and would include appropriate provisions to 



resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding. 



Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant and no mitigation 



would be required.  



Hazards and Hazardous Materials 



All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the No Project 



Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result from the 



conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed‐use development on Blocks 29‐32, regardless of the design 



or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not impair 



implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or expose people 



or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than significant and no 



mitigation would be required.  



The No Project Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in compliance 



with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that impacts related to 



routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant; however, 



like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, there is a potential that 



future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but implementation of mitigation 



measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential health and safety impacts to 



less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to encountering naturally occurring 



asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than significant with implementation of 



Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust Mitigation Plan for Naturally 
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Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and construction on a site with 



identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than significant with mitigation 



measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 



Mineral and Energy Resources 



Like the proposed project, the No Project Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts 



of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be 



less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green 



Building Code, and no mitigation would be required. 



Agricultural and Forest Resources 



As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29‐32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, 



and development under the No Project Alternative would have no impact on these resources. 



7.3.1.4 No Project Alternative – Conclusions 



The No Project Alternative would fail to meet the basic objective of building an event center that 



can be used for NBA basketball games, although depending on the specific design proposal, it 



could potentially meet four of the eight project objectives. The No Project Alternative would have 



many of the same or similar environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in 



Chapter 5 of this SEIR and in Appendix NOP‐IS, although key differences in the impact conclusions 



for the No Project Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below. As 



defined in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, the following abbreviations are used for the impact significance 



determinations: SU = significant and unavoidable; SUM = significant and unavoidable with 



mitigation; LSM = less than significant with mitigation; LS = less than significant; and NI = no 



impact.  



The No Project Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable 



impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would 



change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to: 



 Traffic impacts at study intersection and I‐80 and I‐280 associated with events at the 



proposed event center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park 



(Impact would change from SU to LS.) 



 Transit impacts on Muni capacity associated with events at the proposed event center, 



including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would change 



from SU to LS.) 



 Transit impacts on regional transit capacity associated with events at the proposed event 



center, including overlapping events with evening events at AT&T Park (Impact would 



change from SU to LS.) 



 Contribution to cumulative traffic impacts at freeway ramps (Impact would change from 



SU to LS.) 
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 All transportation impacts under the ʺWith an Overlapping SF Giants Game at AT&T Parkʺ 



scenario (Impacts would change from SUM to NI.) 



 Noise impacts from crowd noise at the Muni platform following events (Impact would 



change from SU to LS.)  



 Permanent increases in noise levels on local roadway exceeding thresholds during the 



weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period and the Saturday evening 6 to 8 p.m. period (Impact 



would change from SU to LS.)  



 Cumulative traffic noise levels on local roadways (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 



 Air quality impacts due to construction emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 



 Air quality impacts due to operational emissions (Impact would change from SU to LS.) 



 Cumulative air quality impacts (Impact would change from SU to LS.).  



The No Project Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project 



(i.e., the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to:  



 Cumulative transit impacts on Muni service (Impact would change from LSM to LS.) 



 Cumulative pedestrian impact (Impact would change from LSM to LS.) 



 Noise associated with amplified sound equipment and leakage of interior concert or other 



event noise (Impact would change from LSM to NI.) 



 Helipad impacts associated with specialized outdoor lighting for the event center (Impact 



would change from LSM to NI.) 



 Cancer risk associated with emissions of toxic air contaminants (Impact would change from 



LSM to LS.) 



 Consistency with the Clean Air Plan (Impact would change from LSM to LS.) 



The No Project Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant impacts than the 



proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the severity, 



magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to:  



 Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of 



Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, but the magnitude of the delay would be 



less and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.) 



 Cumulative traffic impact (Impact remains SU, but only at two intersections for the No 



Project Alternative compared to 16 study intersections for the proposed project.) 



 Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities 



(Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.) 



 Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate 



capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would reduced wastewater 



demand.) 
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Overall, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less severe environmental impacts 



than the proposed project but would fail to meet the basic objectives of the project.  



7.3.2 Alternative B: Reduced Intensity Alternative 



This alternative was designed to address significant impacts associated with the proposed 



intensity of development at Blocks 29‐32, while still meeting most of the project objectives. For 



the purposes of the CEQA alternatives analysis, Alternative B was designed to reduce significant 



impacts in the areas of transportation, noise, and air quality that were identified in Chapter 5 for 



the proposed project and summarized in Section 7.2 above.  



7.3.2.1 Description of Reduced Intensity Alternative 



The Reduced Intensity Alternative, developed as a hypothetical scenario for the purposes of this 



SEIR, is designed to reduce traffic‐ and construction‐related impacts that were identified for the 



proposed project. This alternative would be identical to the proposed project with respect to the 



event centerʹs design and siting on Blocks 29‐32, but the mixed use development of commercial‐



industrial‐retail uses throughout the rest of the site would be reduced in scale by 40 percent. The 



office uses would be reduced from 580,000 to 373,000 gsf, retail uses would be reduced from 



125,000 to 75,000 gsf, and on‐site, subgrade parking reduced from 950 to 750 stalls. The total 



development would be reduced from 1,955,000 to 1,673,000 gsf, or a reduction of 282,000 gsf.  



In addition, there would be only one instead of two 160‐foot‐tall office towers; the 16th Street 



tower would be lowered by seven floors, such that the height of the structure at Third and 16th 



Streets would be 55 feet instead of 160 feet. Retail uses would be reduced across the project site, 



with 5,000 gsf less at the South Street podium, 5,000 gsf less at the Gatehouse, 11,000 gsf less at 



the 16th Street podium, and 29,000 gsf less at the Market Hall complex at South Street and Terry 



A. Francois Boulevard. Like the proposed project, the same gatehouse would be located mid‐



block along Third Street, and vehicle access would be from South and 16th Streets. The area of 



open space would be the same as that for the proposed project, or 3.2 acres. A schematic of the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative site plan is presented in Figure 7‐2. 



Operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be essentially the same as that for the 



proposed project. The event center operations would be identical, as described in Chapter 3, 



Table 3‐3. Operations of the office and retail uses would be expected to be the same as for the 



proposed project, though reduced in scale commensurate with the reduced gross square footage 



of uses. For the purposes of this alternatives analysis, it is assumed that the Reduced Intensity 



Alternative would incorporate the same design standards, infrastructure improvements, and 



transportation management planning assumptions as those under the proposed project. 
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Reduced Intensity Alternative, Conceptual Site Plan
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7.3.2.2 Ability of the Reduced Intensity Alternative to Meet Project 
Objectives 



As shown in Table 7‐2, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet most of the project 



objectives and potentially all of the project objectives. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



would include an event center identical to the proposed project, this alternative would meet all of 



the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, entertainment, and 



convention purposes. Specific design of the mixed‐use portion of the development has not yet 



been defined, so it is unknown if the Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet the objectives 



related to the financial feasibility of the mixed use development. However, all other aspects of 



this alternative would be essentially equivalent to the proposed project with respect to meeting 



the objectives related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of 



adequate parking, developing a year‐round visitor‐serving destination; and promoting 



environmental sustainability. 



7.3.2.3 Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



Impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed project 



with respect to nearly all resource areas. This is because many of the impacts would result from the 



development of a vacant parcel with an event center and mixed‐use development, regardless of the 



size of the mixed‐use development. And in all cases, the same mitigation or improvement measures 



identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. The impacts 



of the Reduced Intensity Alternative as compared to those of the proposed project are summarized 



below by resource topic. The reader is referred to Initial Study (Appendix NOP‐IS) and Chapter 5 of 



this SEIR for the full analysis of impacts similar to those of the proposed project. 



Land Use 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not physically divide an 



established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a substantial impact upon 



the existing character of the vicinity. The event center and commercial/industrial/retail uses would 



occur within the boundary of existing lot lines, would be consistent with the South Plan and 



associated Design for Development, as amended for this alternative, and would be comparable in 



character to surrounding land uses. All land use impacts would be less than significant and no 



mitigation would be required.  



Aesthetics 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be on an infill site, within a 



transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public Resources Code 



Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant environmental effects. 



Population and Housing 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not induce substantial 



population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for additional housing, or 



displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both construction and 
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operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on the reduced gross 



square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor force. No housing 



would be displaced, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All 



population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  



Cultural and Paleontological Resources 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not affect the significance of a 



historical resource, not destroy a unique paleontological resource, not disturb any human remains,  



assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than significant and 



no mitigation would be required. Also like the proposed project, this alternative could cause a 



substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated 



to less than significant. Construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be comparable to 



that of the proposed project, and ground disturbance associated with grading and foundation work 



could affect unidentified archaeological resources. The same mitigation measures, Mitigation 



Measure M‐CP‐2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and 



Mitigation Measure M‐CP‐2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be 



applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative and would make this impact less than significant with 



mitigation. 



Transportation and Circulation 



Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the amount of office, restaurant and retail uses would 



be about 60 percent of the proposed project, however, the event center would be the same as for 



the proposed project (i.e., 750,000 gsf and 18,064 seats). Under this alternative, 882 vehicle 



parking spaces (750 on‐site and 132 at the 450 South Street garage) would be provided (compared 



to 1,082 vehicle parking spaces for the proposed project), and vehicular ingress and egress from 



the proposed parking garage would be from South and 16th Streets, similar to the proposed 



project. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide transportation improvements similar 



to those included as part of the proposed project, as described in Section 5.2.5.2, Project 



Transportation Improvements Assumptions, including roadway, transit, pedestrian and bicycle 



improvements, as well as an event center Transportation Management Plan (TMP) and a Muni 



Special Event Transit Service Plan. 



As indicated in Table 7‐3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of 



weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Reduced Intensity 



Alternative would generate 1,702 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for 



the proposed project (i.e., 1,094 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 



1,879 person trips for the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the 



proposed project (i.e., 1,251 fewer person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. For 



conditions with an event at the project site, the number of person and vehicle trips would be 



similar to those reported for the proposed project for the Convention Event and Basketball Game 



scenarios (see Chapter 5, Table 5.2‐24). 
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Construction Impacts. Construction‐related ground transportation impacts associated with the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to the proposed project, and would be less than 



significant. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates, 



identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this alternative.   



Traffic Impacts. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include less retail, restaurant 



and office uses, it would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project. For the No Event 



scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate about 427 vehicle trips compared to 



702 vehicle trips for the proposed project during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and would 



generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project during the Saturday 



evening peak hour (see Table 7‐3, above). With a reduction in the number of vehicles added to 



the study intersections, the increase in average vehicle delay during the peak hours would be less 



than for the proposed project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, four study intersections 



would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, similar to the proposed project; however, the LOS 



at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain at LOS E, as compared to LOS F for 



the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s 



contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersections of King/Third, 



King/Fifth/I‐280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I‐80 westbound off‐ramp would not be considerable, 



and traffic impacts at these intersections would therefore, be less than significant. During the 



weekday p.m. peak hour, the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain 



the same as under existing conditions (i.e., LOS E), compared to LOS F for the proposed project, 



however, the Reduced Intensity Alternative contribution to the existing LOS E conditions would 



be considerable, which would be considered a significant impact. Therefore, similar to the 



proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable 



impacts at one study intersection (i.e., at Seventh/Mississippi/16th) during the weekday p.m. 



peak hour, although the magnitude of the additional vehicle delay would be less than for 



conditions with the proposed project. During the Saturday evening peak hour, all study 



intersections would operate at LOS D or better, and therefore, traffic impacts at all study 



intersections would be less than significant, similar to the proposed project for the No Event 



scenario. Table 7‐6 and Table 7‐7, above, present the freeway ramp LOS for the proposed project 



and the Reduced Intensity Alternative for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours 



for the No Event scenario, respectively. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would add fewer 



vehicle trips to the I‐280 and I‐80 freeway mainline and ramps than the proposed project, and, 



similar to the proposed project for the No Event scenario, would not result in project‐specific 



impacts or contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday 



p.m. or Saturday evening peak hours.  



Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s 



significant and unavoidable traffic impacts associated with events at seven study intersections 



(King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I‐80 westbound off‐ramp, Fifth/Bryant I‐80 eastbound on‐ramp, 



Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th) and 



one I‐80 freeway ramp (I‐80 westbound off‐ramp at Fifth/Harrison) would also occur under the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative, and these traffic impacts would be significant and unavoidable with 



mitigation. Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2a: Additional PCOs during Events and Mitigation Measure 
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M‐TR‐2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, identified for the proposed 



project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 



On days when a basketball game at the project site overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in significant and 



unavoidable impacts at six additional intersections (i.e., King/Fifth/I‐280 ramps, Third/South, 



Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I‐280 northbound off‐ramp). Proposed 



project Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, 



Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11a: Additional PCOs during Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure 



M‐TR‐11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, 



and Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of 



Overlapping Events, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative.  



Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate 



543 transit trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 130 fewer transit trips) 



during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 404 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the 



proposed project (i.e., 269 fewer transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Thus, 



similar to the proposed project, the new transit trips would be accommodated on the T Third 



light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site, and on the regional transit service 



providers during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, and impacts on transit 



would be less than significant.   



Because the number of transit trips traveling to and from the project site during an event under 



the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be similar to that for the proposed project, the 



significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain and North Bay Ferry and Bus 



Service) would occur, and this regional transit impact, similar to the proposed project, would be 



significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐5a: Additional Caltrain 



Service and Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would 



also be applicable to Alternative B. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐4: Operational Study of the 



Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, which would study the feasibility 



of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform would also be applicable to the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative. 



On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity 



Alternative, similar to the proposed project, would result in less‐than‐significant impacts with 



mitigation on Muni transit, and Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐13: Additional Muni Transit Service 



during Overlapping Events would be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. In 



addition, similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, additional 



capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. 



Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF 



Giants evening game, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in a significant impact on 



one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation 



Measure M‐TR‐14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would 



reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional 
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East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service 



has not been identified, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, 



Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would, similar to the proposed project, be significant 



and unavoidable with mitigation. 



Pedestrian Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 



result in fewer person‐trips and bicycle trips compared to the proposed project, and therefore, 



similar to the proposed project, impacts on pedestrians and bicycles would be less than significant. 



Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would include an event center, the proposed project’s 



significant impacts at the intersection of Third/South for the Basketball Game scenario during the 



weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would also occur 



under the Reduced Intensity Alternative. Proposed project Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐6: Active 



Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would also be applicable to 



the Reduced Intensity Alternative, and with implementation of this measure, the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative impacts on pedestrians, similar to the proposed project, would be less than 



significant with mitigation. 



Bicycle Impacts. Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is 



anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity would 



be well utilized, and it is not expected that the vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with 



the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. Because the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative includes the event center, similar to the proposed project, it is 



possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, particularly during post‐



event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular‐bicycle and pedestrian‐



bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle 



facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the impacts of the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant. 



Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 



include on‐site and on‐street commercial loading spaces to accommodate the loading demand, 



however, because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide less office and 



retail/restaurant uses, the number of loading spaces provided on site would be less than for the 



proposed project (i.e., 11 on‐site loading spaces based on the Mission Bay South Design for 



Development requirements, compared to 13 for the proposed project). The Reduced Intensity 



Alternative would generate 252 daily truck and service vehicle trips compared to 396 for the 



proposed project. Because the Reduced Intensity Alternative would provide commercial loading 



spaces, the loading demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this 



alternative, similar to the proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure 



I‐TR‐8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, 



would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity Alternative. 



Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. As part of the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the roadway 



network adjacent to the project site on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be 



built out, which would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicle access to 
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the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained before and after events, as would 



emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their 



personal vehicles. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not 



inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity, and impacts would be 



less than significant. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and 



Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I‐TR‐10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study, 



identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to the Reduced Intensity 



Alternative. 



Cumulative Impacts. The Reduced Intensity Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative 



impacts would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative construction‐



related ground transportation impacts, and the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative 



impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than significant. 



Similar the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative’s cumulative Muni transit and 



pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional 



transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. The Reduced Intensity 



Alternative would result in the same significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative 



traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study intersections and at three freeway ramp 



locations).  



Helipad Safety. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative could 



result in temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, although given the absence 



of a tower at Third and 16th Street, the impacts could be less severe. In addition, like the proposed 



project, use of specialized outdoor lighting associated with event center operations could affect 



helipad flight operations. However, implementation of the same mitigation measures (Mitigation 



Measures M‐TR‐9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, and M‐TR‐9d, Event Center 



Exterior Light Plan) would reduce these potential impacts to less than significant with mitigation.  



Noise 



Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



would not cause a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project 



vicinity; expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable standards; or expose 



people and structures to excessive groundborne vibration levels. Under the Reduced Intensity 



Alternative, the same construction equipment would likely be used, construction duration would 



likely be about the same, and compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be 



required. Construction noise impacts would be therefore be the same or similar to those of the 



proposed project, and all impacts would be less than significant with no mitigation required. 



However, similar to the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative could contribute 



considerably to cumulative construction noise impacts depending on the extent of other 



construction activities occurring concurrently in the immediate vicinity. Like the proposed project, 



it would be assumed that planned construction elsewhere in Mission Bay, including multiple 



elements of the UCSF LRDP at the Mission Bay Campus, would likely overlap with construction 



activities at this site. Regardless, like the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
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M‐C‐NO‐1 (Construction Noise Control Measures) would reduce this alternativeʹs contribution to 



cumulative construction noise impacts to less than significant. 



Operational Impacts. With respect to operations, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would 



introduce the same noise sources to the project area, both stationary and mobile noise sources, and 



operations under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same noise impacts 



associated with extensive amplification equipment for interior or outdoor performances and with 



operation of public address systems, as the proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, 



implementation of Mitigation Measures M‐NO‐4a (Noise Control Plan for Outdoor Amplified 



Sound) and M‐NO‐4b (Noise Control Plan for Place of Entertainment Permit) would reduce this 



impact to less than significant.  



Similarly, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have essentially the same, though slightly less 



severe noise impacts associated with vehicular traffic than the proposed project. The Reduced 



Intensity Alternative would have less of an increase in the vehicular traffic in the project vicinity 



than the proposed project, and increased traffic noise levels would generally be less severe 



compared to those under the proposed project (see Table 7‐13 as compared to Table 5.3‐9 in 



Chapter 5). For both the proposed project and the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the increased 



noise levels at all modeled roadway segments during the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour would be 



less than significant.  



Under the proposed project, as shown in Table 5.3‐9 in Chapter 5, roadside noise levels at multi‐



family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed 



significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to 



post‐basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday 



evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in 



Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable 



permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. Similarly, under the Reduced Density 



Alternative, increases in roadway noise levels during the weekday 9 to 11 p.m. period due to 



post‐basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard would be expected 



to exceed significance thresholds, since the reduction in commercial and retail uses would likely 



not change traffic patterns during this period (which is why this scenario was not modeled for 



this alternative and is not shown in Table 7‐13); this impact would be significant and unavoidable. 



Also, like the proposed project, noise increases during the Saturday 6 to 8 p.m. period on Illinois 



Street due to basketball game traffic would be significant and unavoidable, as shown in Table 7‐13. 



Therefore, noise impacts due to increased traffic on local roadways would be essentially the same 



under this alternative as for the proposed project.  
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TABLE 7‐13 



MODELED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS, REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVEa 



Roadway Segment 
Existing 
(2015) 



Existing plus 
Reduced 
Intensity 
Alternative  



dBA 
Difference



Significant 
Increase? 



Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)         



Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street  69.1 69.7  0.6 No



Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street 69.9 69.9  0.0 No



Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street 60.3 63.3  3.0 No



Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street 59.8 59.8  0.0 No



16th Street between Third Street and I‐280  66.4 67.2  0.8 No



Mariposa Street between Third Street and I‐280 65.5 66.5  1.0 No



Roadway Segment 
Existing 
(2015) 



Existing plus 
Reduced 
Intensity 
Alternative  



dBA 
Difference



Significant 
Increase? 



Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)         



Third Street between South Street and China Basin Street  64.7 66.9  2.2 No



Third Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street 65.1 65.3  0.4 No



Illinois Street between Mariposa Street and 20th Street 54.7 61.1  6.4 Yes



Terry Francois Boulevard between South Street and China Basin Street 54.0 54.9  0.9 No



16th Street between Third Street and I‐280  61.4 63.8  2.4 No



Mariposa Street between Third Street and I‐280 60.4 64.7  4.3 No
 
NOTES: 
a  Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal 



Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, 
depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or 
greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise 
environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA. 



 
SOURCE: ESA 2015 



 



Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Reduced Intensity Alternativeʹs contribution to 



significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during 



the Saturday evening period would be significant and unavoidable, similar to the proposed project, 



although the proposed project would also result in a significant and unavoidable contribution to 



cumulative roadway noise impacts along this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. 



peak hour. Therefore, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have somewhat less severe, 



cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project because there would be less 



frequent occurrences of significant roadway noise increases along Illinois Street between 



Mariposa and 20th Street. 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a significant and 



unavoidable impact associated with the increased noise levels due to crowds gathering at the Muni 



T‐Line platform near the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during quieter nighttime periods, 



when event patrons would be departing the project site. 
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Like the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the cumulative noise impacts 



of future operations of the UCSF Medical Center helipad would be less than significant because 



office and research/development uses are not considered noise sensitive land uses. 



Air Quality 



Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction impacts of the Reduced Density 



Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, 



Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated construction‐related emissions of ROG and NOx for the 



project would be 66 and 246 pounds per day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable 



significance thresholds. Even with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction 



Emissions Minimization), NOx levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per 



day, assuming the minimum level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown 



in Table 7‐14,  the construction‐related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Reduced Density 



Alternative would exceed the thresholds for emissions of ROG and NOx, and even with 



mitigation, as shown in Table 7‐15, emissions of NOx under the Reduced Density Alternative 



would still be significant even with maximum compliance of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1. 



Consequently, construction‐related criteria pollutant emissions under the No Project Alternative 



would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  



 



TABLE 7‐14 



AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS 



  
Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Off‐road Equipment Emissions  13  175  7.1  7.1 



Truck and Vehicle emissions  14.6  70  1.45  1.34 



Architectural Coating Emissions  39  0  0  0 



Totala  66  246  8.6  8.5 



Significance Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  Yes  Yes  No  No 



NOTES: 



a  The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.  



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 
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TABLE 7‐15 



MITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS 



  
Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



With Tier 2 + NOx VDECS Off‐road Equipment 



Off‐road Equipment Emissions  0.52  93  0.6  0.6 



Truck and Vehicle emissions  14.6  70  1.5  1.3 



Architectural Coating Emissions  39  0  0  0 



Totala  54  164  2.0  1.9 



BAAQMD Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  No  Yes  No  No 



NOTES: 



a The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.  



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 
 



 



Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Reduced Intensity 



Alternative would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, 



Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed 



project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As 



shown in Table 7‐16, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in operational criteria air 



pollutant emissions of ROG and NOx slightly lower than those for the proposed project, but still 



at levels that would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. The same mitigation measures 



identified for the proposed project would apply to the Reduced Intensity Alternative, although 



the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the emissions calculated for this 



alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 



 











7. Alternatives 



 



OCII Case No. ER 2014‐919‐97  7‐55  Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E    at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 



Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision 



TABLE 7‐16 



AVERAGE DAILY AND MAXIMUM ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 



 FOR THE REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 



 
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Emission Source             



Mobile with TSP  34  90  64  18 



Standby Diesel Generators  0.30  0.97  0.04  0.04 



Boilers  2.1  14  2.9  2.9 



Area Sources  28  <0.01  <0.01  <0.01 



Total  64 105 67 21 



Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  Yes Yes No  No 



 
Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Emission Source             



Mobile  6.2  16  12  3.3 



Standby Diesel generators  0.055  0.18  <0.01  <0.01 



Boilers  .38  2.6  0.52  0.52 



Area Sources  5.2  <0.01  <0.01  <0.01 



Total  12 19 12.3  3.8 



Threshold  10  10  15  10 



Above Threshold?  Yes Yes No  No 
 
SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



 



Toxic Air Contaminants. Similar to the proposed project, construction and operation of the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate 



matter. Like the project (see Table 5.4‐10 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), PM2.5 concentrations at off‐site 



receptor locations would be below significance thresholds for construction and operation of the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7‐17. Cumulative (background plus Reduced 



Density Alternative) PM2.5 levels at the maximally impacted sensitive receptor during 



construction would be 8.9 μg/m3, and would not exceed the 10 μg/m3 threshold. Following 



completion of construction activities, the Reduced Density Alternative’s operational sources 



would also generate PM2.5 emissions, which are also quantified in Table 7‐17. As shown in this 



table, cumulative (background plus Reduced Density Alternative) PM2.5 concentrations during 



project operations would be 9.0 μg/m3. Furthermore, at no off‐site location, during construction 



or operations, would cumulative PM2.5 concentrations exceed the 10 μg/m3 threshold. Therefore, 



the Reduced Density Alternative would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air 



Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria for PM2.5, and impacts related to construction and operational 



PM2.5 concentrations would be less than significant.  
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TABLE 7‐17 



ANNUAL AVERAGE PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS AT OFF‐SITE RECEPTORS  



FOR THE REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 



 
PM2.5 Concentration 



(μg/m3, Annual Average) 



Source  UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor   UCSF Hospital Receptor  



Construction 



Background at the maximally impacted receptor   8.5  8.6 



Unmitigated Construction Contribution  0.31  0.31 



Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction 



Contribution 
0.053  0.053 



Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)  8.8/8.5  8.9/8.7 



Significance Threshold  10  10 



Significant?  No  No 



Operation 



Background at the maximally impacted receptor   8.5  8.6 



Project Operations – Generators  0.055  0.055 



Project Operations – Mobile  0.32  0.32 



Cumulative Total (Unmitigated)  8.9  9.0 



Significance Threshold  10  10 



Significant?  No  No 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



Similarly, the lifetime cancer risk at off‐site receptors under the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



would be less than significant with mitigation, the same as that identified for the proposed project. 



For the proposed project (see Table 5.4‐11 in Section 5.4, Air Quality), the unmitigated risk would 



exceed the significance threshold but implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 



(Construction Emissions Minimization) would reduce the risk to less than significant. For the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative, as shown in Table 7‐18, under unmitigated conditions, the excess 



cancer risk for a child resident at the UCSF Hearst Tower and Hospital would exceed the 



significance threshold of 100 per one million. More specifically, a resident child at the UCSF Hearst 



Tower could be exposed to an excess cancer risk of up to 117 per one million under unmitigated 



conditions, a significant impact. The Reduced Density Alternative ’s unmitigated construction 



emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 54 in one million and unmitigated operational 



emissions would account for an excess cancer risk of 63 in one million at this receptor location. 



Implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction Vehicle Emissions Minimization) 



would reduce the impacts from standardized construction equipment for which “tiered” 



equipment is available, as shown in Table 5.4‐11. With the minimum level of compliance with 



this mitigation measure (Tier 2 plus NOX VDECS), increased cancer risk as a result of project 



construction activities at the maximally impacted receptor would be approximately 9.2 in one 



million and cumulative excess cancer risk at all receptor locations would be reduced to below the 



significance threshold of 100 per one million.   
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TABLE 7‐18 



LIFETIME EXCESS CANCER RISK AT OFF‐SITE RECEPTORS  



FOR THE REDUCED INTENSITY ALTERNATIVE 



  Excess Cancer Risk (in one million) 



Source 



UCSF Hearst Tower Receptor 
UCSF Hospital 
Receptor  



Child Resident  Adult Resident  (child Resident) 



Background at the maximally impacted receptor   26  26  44 



Unmitigated Construction Contribution  54  2.8  28 



Mitigated (Tier 2 + NOx VDECS) Construction 



Contribution 
9.2 



0.48 
4.8 



Project Operations – Generators   30  30  30 



Project Operations – Mobile  7.2  7.2  7.2 



Cumulative Total (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)  117/72  66/64  109/86 



Significance Threshold  100  100  100 



Significant (Unmitigated/with Mitigation)?  Yes/No  No/No  Yes/No 



 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



 



While unmitigated increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted receptors would exceed the 



threshold of 100 in one million, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 



(Construction Emissions Minimization), increased cancer risk at the maximally impacted 



receptors would be below the threshold of 100 in one million. Furthermore, at no off‐site location, 



would cumulative excess cancer risk exceed 100 per one million persons exposed with 



implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative 



would not result in sensitive receptor locations meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria 



for excess cancer risk, and construction and operational cancer risk would be less than significant 



with mitigation. 



Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with 



the Clean Air Plan for the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be less than significant with 



mitigation. The Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of 



incorporation of mitigation measures which include offsetting emissions to below significance 



thresholds. Additionally, the Reduced Density Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 



CAP by virtue of incorporation of control measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact 



measures and energy/climate measures now required through the various components of the 



City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy as well as the transportation demand management 



measures that would be assumed to part of this alternative, similar to those for the proposed 



project. The Reduced Density Alternative would also not hinder implementation of the 2010 



CAP. Therefore, the Reduced Density Alternative would not conflict with, or obstruct 



implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than significant with 



mitigation.  
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Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that 



would affect a substantial number of people. 



Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of 



the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Because 



the proposed project would result in both construction and operational emissions of ROG and 



NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the projectʹs contribution to cumulative 



air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation. Similarly, the 



Reduced Density Alternative would result in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts 



after implementation of feasible mitigation measures, and consequently, would result in a 



cumulatively considerable contribution to regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this 



impact would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 



Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would generate greenhouse gas 



(GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant impact on the environment or 



conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 



It is assumed that the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be designed and constructed to the 



same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, and therefore would 



include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the Cityʹs GHG 



Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced size of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to the 



proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction and operations would be expected 



to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, impacts related to GHGs would be less 



than significant and no mitigation is required. 



Wind and Shadow 



Wind. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.6, the proposed project would result in significant and 



unavoidable wind hazard impacts at off‐site public areas based results on wind tunnel testing. 



Under the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the 135‐foot tall event center in the east and central part 



of the project site would be the same as under the proposed project, but instead of two 160‐foot 



tall office towers on the west side of the site, there would be one 160‐foot‐tall tower (along South 



Street) and a 55‐foot tall building (along 16th Street). The different building heights on the project 



site under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in different wind conditions, including 



at pedestrian use areas, than that described for the proposed project.  However, in the absence of 



wind tunnel testing for the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the specific change in wind conditions 



of the Reduced Intensity Alternative compared to proposed project cannot be quantified. 



Consequently, the effect of the change in wind conditions on the conclusion of the significance of 



off‐site wind hazards for the Reduced Intensity Alternative under existing plus project and 



cumulative conditions is not known.  



However, like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be subject to the 



Mission Bay South Design for Development wind analysis standards and design guidelines, 



which were prepared with the objective to use all feasible means to eliminate wind hazards and 
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to reduce adverse wind impacts. Since the Reduced Intensity Alternative would contain 



buildings over 100 feet in height, it would be also subject to wind review, including potential 



wind tunnel testing, under the Mission Bay South Design for Development  



Shadow. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, in combination with 



cumulative development, would create new shadow but not in a manner that would 



substantially affect the use of publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreational facilities or 



other public areas within the Mission Bay South Plan area. The only difference between the 



Reduced Intensity Alternative and the proposed project design is associated with the height of the 



South Street office and retail building, located on the west side of the site. Similar to the proposed 



project, the shadow effect of the Reduced Intensity Alternative and its contribution to cumulative 



shadow impacts, on publicly accessible open space or outdoor recreation facilities or other public 



areas within the Mission Bay plan area (i.e., Bayfront Park), and outside the plan area (i.e., Agua 



Vista Park), would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Recreation 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not substantially increase the 



use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational 



facilities. Employment under this scenario would be the same or less than that for the proposed 



project, based on the reduced gross square footage, and recreational demands would be met by 



existing and planned parks and open space provided for as part of the overall Mission Bay Plan. All 



recreation impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Utilities and Service Systems 



Water Supply Resources, Water Treatment Facilities, and Solid Waste. Like the proposed project, 



the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not require new or expanded water supply resources, 



require construction new water treatment facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for 



solid waste disposal. Given the reduced gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water 



supply resources, water treatment facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the 



proposed project. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  



Wastewater Treatment Capacity. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative in 



combination with past, present, and foreseeable future development in the Mission Bay South 



area, would require the construction of new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the 



construction of which could cause significant environmental effects; this would be a significant 



and unavoidable impact, with no mitigation available to the project sponsor. As described in 



Chapter 5, Section 5.7, the wastewater pump stations serving the project site are currently at 



capacity, and new development at Blocks 29‐32, regardless of the intensity of land uses, in 



combination with other planned development in the Mission Bay South area, would trigger the 



need for new or expanded wastewater treatment facilities, the construction of which could result 



in significant environmental impacts. However, given the reduced gross square footage of 



development, the wastewater demand from the Reduced Intensity Alternative would likely be 
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less than that identified for the proposed project, and the amount of additional wastewater 



treatment capacity required would accordingly be reduced. 



Stormwater Drainage Facilities. With respect to demand for stormwater facilities, Reduced 



Intensity Alternative would have the same demand as the proposed project and would be subject to 



the same stormwater management regulations. Stormwater drainage would be accommodated by 



the same stormwater facilities as the proposed project, as planned and provided for under the 



Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to stormwater drainage 



facilities for the proposed project would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Wastewater Demand. Like the proposed project, development of the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



would likely result in a determination by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 



that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected wastewater demand in addition to 



its existing commitments. Even though the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have a reduced 



gross square footage of uses and therefore a reduced wastewater demand compared to the 



proposed project, the existing shortfall in capacity at the Mariposa Pump Station and/or the 



Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station indicate that an increase in capacity and associated 



improvements to these facilities would still be required. Therefore, it would be expected that the 



SFPUC would make the same determination for the Reduced Intensity Alternative as they did for 



the proposed project, and Mitigation Measure M‐C‐UT‐4 (Fair Share Contribution for Pump 



Station Upgrades) would apply. As for the proposed project, this impact would be significant and 



unavoidable with mitigation. 



Public Services 



Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed 



project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in increased demand for schools 



because it would not include residential uses. Other public services, such as demand for public 



health, childcare, library, street maintenance, and emergency medical would be within the 



assumptions provided for in the overall Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan and analyzed in the 



Mission Bay FSEIR. These impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be 



required. 



Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and 



operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically 



altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency medical services. Construction of 



this alternative would require about the same number of employees and have about the same 



duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, 



population increases at the site —and consequently demand for fire protection and emergency 



medical services—during construction and operation would be the same or less than that of the 



proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This impact would be less than significant 



and no mitigation would be required. 



Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative would not result in the need for new or physically altered governmental 
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facilities for law enforcement services. Construction of this alternative would require about the 



same number of employees and have about the same duration. Similarly, given the reduced gross 



square footage of proposed uses under this alternative, population increases at the site —and 



consequently demand for law enforcement services—during construction and operation would be 



the same or less than that of the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8. This 



impact would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Biological Resources 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not have an effect on any 



special status species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any 



local policies protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no 



mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, under the Reduced Intensity 



Alternative, potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could 



be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐4a 



(Preconstruction Surveys for Nesting Birds), and potential impacts related to avian collisions with 



buildings or night lighting could be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of 



Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐4b (Bird Safe Building Practices); these impacts would be less than 



significant with mitigation. 



Geology and Soils 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures 



to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or loss of top soil, be located on a 



geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or expansive soils, substantially 



change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These impacts would be less than 



significant with implementation of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no 



mitigation would be required. 



Hydrology and Water Quality 



Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternativeʹs construction‐



related water quality impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Management of stormwater and groundwater discharges during construction would be required to 



comply with local and state regulations designed to protect water quality. 



Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not deplete groundwater 



supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing drainage pattern that 



would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or structures to substantial 



risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose people or structures to 



significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts would be less than 



significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. 



Operational Impacts—Water Quality. The Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the same 



operational water quality impacts as the proposed project. Both the proposed project and the 
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Reduced Intensity Alternative would have the potential to affect water quality due to dry weather 



flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), discharges 



from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and drainage 



discharges, and litter. However, in all cases, given the reduced gross square footage of the 



development under the No Project Alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which 



would be expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), all water quality impacts 



would be essentially the same as those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. All discharges to the Bay, 



whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a combination of both, would be treated as required by 



the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in 



compliance with applicable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that 



have been issued by the RWQCB for the express purpose of protecting water quality. Potential 



impacts related to effluent discharges from the SEWPCP would be less than significant with 



mitigation, assuming implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 which requires 



implementation of measures to ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants that are not 



typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer system do 



not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP. 



Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that 



operation of the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not expose people or structures to a 



significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level rise. As 



described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the project site could be temporarily flooded at depths of up to 



2.5 feet with 36 inches of sea level rise in combination with 100‐year storm surge by 2100. The 



proposed project would be designed and constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the 



safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding, and it is assumed that this alternative 



would be designed similarly. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than 



significant and no mitigation would be required.  



Hazards and Hazardous Materials 



All impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be identical for the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative to those identified for the proposed project, since all impacts would result 



from the conversion of a vacant parcel to a mixed‐use development on Blocks 29‐32, regardless of 



the design or size of the development. Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan 



or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires; these impacts would be less than 



significant and no mitigation would be required.  



The Reduced Intensity Alternative would be required to implement all required measures in 



compliance with applicable hazardous materials and hazardous waste regulations such that 



impacts related to routine use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would be less than 



significant; however, like the proposed project, because the future uses are currently unknown, 



there is a potential that future uses could involve handling of biohazardous materials. but 



implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential 



health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to 



encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than 
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significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust 



Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Furthermore, impacts related to excavation and 



construction on a site with identified hazardous waste contamination would be reduced to less than 



significant with mitigation measures previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 



Mineral and Energy Resources 



Like the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would not result in the use of large 



amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts 



would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San 



Francisco Green Building Code, and no mitigation would be required. 



Agricultural and Forest Resources 



As described for the proposed project, Blocks 29‐32 does not contain agricultural or forest resources, 



and development under the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have no impact on these 



resources. 



7.3.2.4 Reduced Intensity Alternative — Conclusions 



The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives. It would generally 



have the same environmental impacts as those of the proposed project identified in Chapter 5 of 



this SEIR and in Appendix NOP‐IS. Key differences in the impact analysis for the Reduced 



Alternative compared to those of the proposed project are summarized below.   



The Reduced Intensity Alternative would not avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 



and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. Nor would the Reduced 



Intensity Alternative result in any changes to the significance determinations identified for the 



proposed project, and all mitigation measures would apply to this alternative. 



However, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would have similar but slightly less severe significant 



impacts than the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would be the same but the 



severity, magnitude and/or frequency of the impact would be notably less) with respect to:  



 Traffic impacts during the weekday p.m. peak hour at the intersection of 



Seventh/Mississippi/16th (Impact remains SU, the magnitude of the delay would be less 



and the intersection would remain at LOS E, compared to LOS F for the project.) 



 Cumulative traffic noise levels on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 20th Street during 



Saturday evening period (Impact remains SU, but unlike the proposed project, the 



Reduced Intensity would not result in a cumulatively considerable noise increase along 



this same roadway segment during the weekday p.m. peak hour.) 



 Wastewater demand requiring construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities 



(Impact remains SU, but there would be reduced wastewater demand.) 
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 Wastewater demand resulting in the determination by the SFPUC that it has inadequate 



capacity to serve the project (Impact remains SUM, but there would be reduced wastewater 



demand.) 



Overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would result in somewhat less severe environmental 



impacts than the proposed project, while achieving all of the basic objectives of the project.  



7.3.3 Alternative C: Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 / 
Seawall Lot 330  



As described in Chapter 2, Introduction, the project sponsor previously proposed to construct a 



multi‐purpose event center, event hall, public open space, maritime uses, fire station, a parking 



facility, and visitor‐serving retail and restaurant uses on Piers 30‐32 along the San Francisco 



waterfront, south of the Bay Bridge, in conjunction with a residential and hotel mixed‐use 



development across The Embarcadero on Seawall Lot 330. For the purposes of this SEIR, this 



alternative would be essentially the same as that previous proposal, although without the fire 



station, since the San Francisco Fire Department has proceeded with a different plan for 



upgrading its waterfront facilities. 



7.3.3.1 Description of Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 / Seawall Lot 330 



Site Description 



Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 are located along The Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and 



Brannan Street, just south of the Bay Bridge, and within the jurisdictional boundary of the Port of 



San Francisco (Port). Piers 30‐32 is an approximately 12.7‐acre rectangular‐shaped concrete pier 



structure that extends east from the bulkhead wharf into the San Francisco Bay. With the exception 



of Red’s Java House, located on the northwest corner of the piers, Piers 30‐32 has no existing on‐



deck structures and is used for surface parking and an occasional berthing location for cruise ships 



and other large vessels. Substantial areas of Piers 30‐32 are in poor structural condition and can no 



longer safely support heavy loads such as trucks or large crowds. Seawall Lot 330 is an 



approximately 2.3‐acre paved inland site, located directly across The Embarcadero from Piers 30-



32, and currently operates as a surface parking lot. The site is within the City’s Rincon Point‐South 



Beach neighborhood adjacent to several existing residential uses. Piers 30‐32 is within an area 



subject to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) San 



Francisco Waterfront Special Area Plan. 



Alternative Description 



This alternative assumes the same design and programming as the project sponsorʹs previously 



proposed project at this location, with the only exception being the removal of the fire house and 



associated San Francisco Fire Department facilities; the conceptual site plan is depicted in 



Figure 7‐3. The Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have an event center 



on Piers 30‐32 with the same basketball seating capacity as the currently proposed project (18,064 



seats), totaling 694,944 gsf (including the GSW offices), plus an event hall covering 25,946 gsf. Also 



located on Piers 30‐32, this off‐site alternative would include about 90,000 gsf of retail/restaurant 
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uses, 13,172 gsf for services, about 252,554 gsf for parking and loading, and 1,820 gsf for Redʹs 



Java House, for a total building area of about 1,078,436 gsf. The height of the event center would 



be 128 feet high, with seven arena levels, height of the retail buildings 32 to 58 feet, with 1 to 3 



levels, and the parking would be 31 feet high, with 3 levels. Redʹs Java House would be relocated 



from its current location in the northwest corner of Piers 30‐32 to near the southwest corner, and 



relocation would be conducted consistent with the Port of San Francisco Building Code 



requirements and the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 



Other proposed facilities on Piers 30‐32 would include a water taxi dock, a dolphin berthing 



structure, and over 7 acres of public open space on Piers 30‐32. There would be 500 parking 



spaces at Piers 30‐32. Vehicular access would be at one midblock access point on The 



Embarcadero, between Bryant and Brannan Streets. Maritime uses include a water taxi stop dock 



on the north side and berthing for deep water vessels on the east side. 



Seawall Lot 330 would be developed with a combination of residential, hotel, and retail uses 



(including restaurants and parking) and would be designed to architecturally connect to the 



development at Piers 30‐32. A total of 534,890 gsf of building development is proposed at Seawall 



Lot 330, consisting of 208,844 gsf of residential, 178,406 gsf of hotel, 29,854 gsf of retail, 106,339 gsf 



parking, and 11,447 gsf of shared support areas. The development would include a four‐story 



building (ground level plus three podium levels containing a combination of retail, residential, 



hotel and parking uses) above which a 13‐story residential tower would be developed in the 



south portion of the site (i.e., 17 stories total) and a 7‐story hotel tower in the north portion of the 



site. The tallest structure on Seawall Lot 330 would be the proposed residential tower, which would 



measure approximately 175 feet at its building rooftop. The hotel would consist of two building 



wings connected by a multi‐level glass bridge, approximately 105 feet in height. The podium 



building would vary in height, ranging from 20 to 50 feet depending on location, and would 



incorporate rooftop open space areas. The Seawall Lot 330 development would contain multiple 



ground‐level vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle access points to the site, and a pedestrian/bicycle 



pathway through the development connecting Main Street and The Embarcadero. A total of 259 



vehicle parking spaces are proposed on Seawall Lot 330. 



Operations under this alternative are assumed to be essentially the same as those of the proposed 



project at Mission Bay, with the same year‐round schedule and types of events at the event 



center, and typical operational schedules for the hotel, residential, and retail uses. 











DE
EP



 W
AT



ER
 V



ES
SE



L 
BE



RT
H



EVENT
CENTER



RELOCATED
RED’S JAVA HOUSE



DOLPHIN BERTHING
STRUCTURE



HOTEL



HOTEL



HOTEL



RESIDENTIAL,
PARKING +



GROUND-LEVEL
RETAIL



RESIDENTIAL



RESIDENTIAL,
PARKING +



GROUND-LEVEL
RETAIL



RESIDENTIAL



HOTEL



WATER TAXI
STOP DOCK



C
RU



IS
E 



SH
IP



San
Francisco



Bay



RETAILRETAILRETAILRETAIL



RETAILRETAIL



RETAILRETAIL



80



Figure 7-3
Off-Site Alternative at Piers 30-32 and
Seawall Lot 330 Conceptual Site Plan



SOURCE:  Snøhetta, Manica Architecture, BAR Architects, 2014
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Construction of the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would require about 32 



months for the entire development, including extensive in‐water construction activities in the 



vicinity of Piers 30‐32. At or in the vicinity of Piers 30‐32, construction activities would include: 



demolition of portions of the existing Piers 30‐32 pier deck; removal and/or disconnection of 



existing pier piles; installation of new pier piles and reconstruction of the pier deck; dredging 



within a portion of the Pier 28‐30 open water area; strengthening of the seawall and sections of 



the bulkhead wharf adjacent to Piers 30‐32 along The Embarcadero promenade; construction of 



all above‐deck Piers 30‐32 development, including foundations, event center structure, retail 



buildings, parking and loading structure, and open space features; installation of associated on‐



site utilities; interior finishing, exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; installation 



of floating dock facilities along the north side of Piers 30‐32; and installation of frontage 



improvements along The Embarcadero. 



At Seawall Lot 330, construction activities would include: site demolition, clearing and excavation; 



pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed Seawall Lot 330 



development, including podium structure and residential and hotel towers; installation of 



associated on‐site utilities; interior finishing; exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements; 



and installation of frontage improvements along The Embarcadero and Bryant and Beale Streets. 



This alternative would require numerous federal and state permits and approvals, including 



approvals from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, National 



Marine Fisheries Service, California State Lands Commission, San Francisco Bay Conservation 



and Development Commission, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Local approvals 



would be required from the San Francisco Planning Commission, San Francisco Port 



Commission, and the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.  



7.3.3.2 Ability of the Off‐site Alternative to Meet Project Objectives 



The Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would meet all of the basic project 



objectives, although like the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the current financial feasibility is 



unknown. Presumably, based on the previous conceptual design at this site, this alternative 



would meet all of the project objectives related to providing a venue for sporting events, 



entertainment, and convention purposes. In addition, this alternative would meet the objectives 



related to optimizing public transit, pedestrian, and bicycle access, provision of adequate 



parking, developing a year‐round visitor‐serving destination; and promoting environmental 



sustainability. 



7.3.3.3 Impacts of the Off‐site Alternative 



Land Use 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



not physically divide an established community, conflict with applicable land use plans, or have a 



substantial impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. The conceptual design would occur 



within the boundaries of the existing lot lines and does not include any physical barriers or 



obstacles to circulation that would restrict existing patterns of movement between the site and 
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adjacent neighborhoods. This alternative would require a rezoning of the project site to increase the 



height limit, but these changes would not result in an environmental effect under CEQA, as 



modified by SB 743. This alternative would require approval by San Francisco Bay Conservation 



and Development Commission (BCDC), the Port of San Francisco (Port), the San Francisco 



Planning Commission, and other relevant regulatory agencies, and as part of their project 



approval process, these agencies would determine whether, on balance, the alternative would be 



consistent with their applicable plans. The development on Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



generally represent an intensification of land uses already present in the project vicinity and would 



complement the existing character of the vicinity. Thus, all land use impacts would be less than 



significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Aesthetics 



Like the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be on 



an infill site, within a transit priority area, and an employment center, therefore under CEQA Public 



Resources Code Section 21099, aesthetics are not to be considered in determining significant 



environmental effects. 



Population and Housing 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



not induce substantial population growth, displace housing units, create substantial demand for 



additional housing, or displace substantial numbers of people. Employment projections for both 



construction and operation would be similar to or less than that for the proposed project, based on 



the reduced gross square footage of development, and could be met by the local and regional labor 



force. No housing would be displaced, considering that this alternative would include new 



residential uses, and housing needs would be met by residents already living in the region. All 



population and housing impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  



Cultural and Paleontological Resources 



Like the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not 



destroy a unique paleontological resource or unique geological feature, and not disturb any human 



remains, assuming compliance with applicable regulations; these impacts would be less than 



significant and no mitigation would be required. Similar to the proposed project, this alternative 



would not affect the significance of a historic resource, even though unlike the proposed project 



where there are no historic resources, historic resources are present at and near this off‐site location 



at Piers 30‐32, including Redʹs Java House, sections of the bulkhead wharf, and the Seawall. 



However, it is assumed that design and construction of a project at this location would be 



consistent with the Secretary of the Interiorʹs Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties as 



well as comply with Port of San Francisco requirements for alterations to historic resources; 



therefore, impacts on historic resources, like the proposed project, would be less than significant and 



no mitigation would be required.  



However, this alternative could result in a potentially significant impact on historic resources in the 



project vicinity (e.g., sections of the bulkhead wharf) due to the potential effects of groundborne 
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vibration during construction on nearby historic resources, although feasible mitigation measures 



to conduct pre‐construction assessments and implement a vibration monitoring and management 



plan would reduce this impact to less than significant. This impact would not occur under the 



proposed project. 



This alternative, like the proposed project, could cause a substantial adverse change in the 



significance of an archaeological resource that could be mitigated less than significant. Ground 



disturbance associated with grading and foundation work at Seawall Lot 330 could affect 



unidentified archaeological resources, and the same mitigation measures, Mitigation Measure M‐



CP‐2a, Archaeological Testing, Monitoring and/or Data Recovery Program, and Mitigation Measure 



M‐CP‐2b, Accidental Discovery of Archaeological Resource, would be applicable to this alternative 



and would make this impact less than significant with mitigation. 



Transportation and Circulation 



The Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be located about 1.3 miles north 



of the project site in Mission Bay, closer to the downtown core, and therefore a direct comparison 



of transportation impacts of the Off‐site Alternative to the proposed project is not possible. Thus, 



the assessment of potential transportation impacts is based on preliminary analyses conducted 



for the Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 project in 



2013 and 2014 prior to the proposed project’s relocation to the Mission Bay site. The Off‐site 



Alternative would include an event center, similar to the proposed project, and would include 



about 120,500 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 35,600 gsf of office uses, 176 residential units, and 227 



hotel rooms (compared to 125,000 gsf of retail/restaurant uses, 605,000 gsf of office uses, and an 



event center for the proposed project).  



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would include a TMP for events that 



would manage vehicular access to the site, facilitate travel to/from an event by non‐auto modes, 



minimize conflicts between vehicles and pedestrians or bicycles, and ensure emergency vehicle 



access to the site.   



Under the Off‐site Alternative, about 500 on‐site vehicle parking spaces would be provided on 



Piers 30‐32 and 260 vehicle spaces on SWL 330.  Vehicular ingress and egress from the proposed 



event center parking garage would be from The Embarcadero. Similar to the proposed project on‐



site loading spaces would be provided within the buildings on both Pier 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 



330. Passenger loading/unloading for the event center would be located on The Embarcadero 



between Bryant and Brannan Streets.  



Because the Off‐site Alternative would be located closer to the downtown core, with multiple 



transit routes within walking distance, the auto mode share for the Off‐site Alternative would be 



less than for the proposed project. For example, for the Basketball Game scenario during the 



weekday p.m. peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips (i.e., all uses, including the event 



center, residential, hotel, retail/restaurant, and office uses) would be 35 percent for the Off‐site 



Alternative, compared to 43 percent for the proposed project, and for the post‐game late evening 
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peak hour, the auto mode share for all trips would be 36 percent the Off‐site Alternative, 



compared to 53 percent for the proposed project. See Appendix TR for additional details. 



As indicated in Table 7‐3, above, for conditions without an event at the site, the number of 



weekday p.m. and Saturday evening person trips and vehicle trips generated by the Off‐site 



Alternative would be less than with the proposed project. The Off‐site Alternative would 



generate 1,787 person trips by all modes, compared to 2,796 person trips for the proposed project 



(i.e., 1,009 fewer person trips) during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 2,680 person trips for the 



Off‐site Alternative compared to 3,130 person trips for the proposed project (i.e., 450 fewer 



person trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour. 



Construction Impacts. Construction‐related ground transportation impacts would be similar to 



the proposed project, even though the duration of construction would be 6 months longer, and 



impacts would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐1: Construction Management 



Plan and Public Updates, identified for the proposed project, would also be applicable to this 



alternative.   



Traffic Impacts. The Off‐site Alternative would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed 



project. During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off‐site Alternative 



would generate about 355 vehicle trips compared to 702 vehicle trips for the proposed project 



(i.e., 347 fewer vehicle trips), while during the Saturday evening peak hour, the Off‐site 



Alternative would generate 435 vehicle trips compared to 785 vehicles for the proposed project 



(i.e., 350 fewer vehicle trips). Table 7‐19 and Table 7‐20 present the intersection LOS for the No 



Event and Basketball game scenarios for the Off‐site Alternative for existing and existing plus 



Off‐site Alternative conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, 



respectively. As indicated in Table 7‐19, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, a greater 



proportion of the study intersections in the vicinity of the Off‐site Alternative currently operate at 



LOS E or LOS F conditions (i.e., 13 of the 26 study intersections for the Off‐site Alternative, 



compared to 4 of the 22 study intersections for the proposed project). During the Saturday 



evening peak hour, all study intersections operate at LOS D or better, similar to the study 



intersections for the proposed project.  



During the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event scenario, the Off‐site Alternative would 



result in project‐specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to 



LOS F) at six intersections, and would contribute considerably to existing LOS E or LOS F 



conditions at two intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at eight intersections, compared to one 



intersection for the proposed project). Under the Basketball Game scenario, the Off‐site 



Alternative would result in eight project‐specific impacts and contribute considerably to existing 



LOS E or LOS F conditions at four intersections (i.e., traffic impacts at 12 intersections, compared 



to 10 intersections for the proposed project). As shown in Table 7‐20, for Saturday evening peak 



hour conditions, the Off‐site Alternative would result in significant traffic impacts at one 



intersection for the No Event scenario, and at seven intersections for the Basketball Game 



scenario.   
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TABLE 7‐19 



OFF‐SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30‐32 AND SWL 330 ‐ INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ‐ 



EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT A SF GIANTS GAME – WEEKDAY PM PEAK 



HOUR 



#  Intersection Location 



Existing 



Existing plus Off‐site Alternative 



No Event  Basketball Game 



Delaya  LOSa  Delay  LOS  Delay  LOS 



1  Broadway  The Embarcadero  36.7  D  36.9  D  37.4  D 



2  Washington St  The Embarcadero  30.5  C  31.5  C  38.0  D 



3  Mission Street  The Embarcadero  79.5  E  > 80  F  > 80  F 



4  Howard Street  The Embarcadero  > 80  F  > 80  F  > 80  F 



5  Folsom Street  The Embarcadero  61.9  E  66.8  E  > 80  F 



6  Harrison Street  The Embarcadero  71.0  E  > 80  F  > 80  F 



7  Bryant Street  The Embarcadero  > 80  F  > 80  F  > 80  F 



8  Brannan Street  The Embarcadero  39.1  D  37.6  D  42.4  D 



9  Townsend Street  The Embarcadero  58.1  E  62.6  E  70.4  E 



10  King Street  Second Street  55.8  E  59.6  E  63.1  E 



11  King Street  Third Street  72.7  E  > 80  F  > 80  F 



12  King Street  Fourth Street  51.9  D  56.0  E  59.5  E 



13  King/Fifth Streets  I‐280 ramps  59.2  E  56.0  E  72.8  E 



14  Harrison Street  Main Street  > 80  F  > 80  F  > 80  F 



15  Bryant Street  Main Street  21.2  C  32.5  C  24.2  C 



16  Mission Street  Beale Street  33.8  C  37.1  D  41.8  D 



17  Bryant Street  Beale Street  54.0  D  > 80  F  > 80  F 



18  Harrison Street  Fremont Street  32.4  C  34.4  C  38.8  D 



19  Folsom Street  Fremont Street  53.6  D  54.0  D  > 80  F 



20  Harrison Street  First Street  > 80  F  > 80  F  > 80  F 



21  Howard Street  Fourth Street  52.2  D  53.1  D  54.4  D 



22  Harrison Street  Fourth Street  41.8  D  42.0  D  44.5  D 



23  Bryant Street  Fourth Street  > 80  F  > 80  F  > 80  F 



24  Harrison/Fifth St  I‐80 WB off‐ramp  48.4  D  60.9  E  > 80  F 



25  Brannan Street  Second Street  20.2  C  21.3  C  28.2  C 



26  Bryant Street  Second Street  > 80  F  > 80  F  > 80  F 



NOTES: 



a  Delay presented in seconds per vehicle.  
b  Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 
 



SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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TABLE 7‐20 



OFF‐SITE ALTERNATIVE AT PIERS 30‐32 AND SWL 330 ‐ INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE ‐ 



EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS – WITHOUT A SF GIANTS GAME – SATURDAY 



EVENING PEAK HOUR 



#  Intersection Location 



Existing 



Existing plus Off‐site Alternative 



No Event  Basketball Game 



Delaya  LOSa  Delay  LOS  Delay  LOS 



1  Broadway  The Embarcadero  26.1  C  26.4  C  29.2  C 



2  Washington St  The Embarcadero  31.4  C  31.9  C  33.3  C 



3  Mission Street  The Embarcadero  12.8  B  13.0  B  12.9  B 



4  Howard Street  The Embarcadero  38.3  D  46.0  D  > 80  F 



5  Folsom Street  The Embarcadero  21.3  C  21.2  C  54.9  D 



6  Harrison Street  The Embarcadero  21.0  C  23.9  C  25.1  C 



7  Bryant Street  The Embarcadero  22.9  C  > 80  F  > 80  F 



8  Brannan Street  The Embarcadero  23.9  C  26.2  C  33.4  C 



9  Townsend Street  The Embarcadero  19.1  B  23.1  C  27.0  C 



10  King Street  Second Street  33.9  C  36.8  D  39.4  D 



11  King Street  Third Street  26.6  C  32.5  C  39.8  D 



12  King Street  Fourth Street  22.6  C  30.8  C  56.8  E 



13  King/Fifth Streets  I‐280 ramps  < 10  A  < 10  A  76.1  E 



14  Harrison Street  Main Street  22.0  C  25.5  C  51.1  D 



15  Bryant Street  Main Street  < 10  A  < 10  A  < 10  A 



16  Mission Street  Beale Street  12.0  B  12.1  B  13.2  B 



17  Bryant Street  Beale Street  26.8  C  50.2  D  63.6  E 



18  Harrison Street  Fremont Street  18.0  B  17.6  B  34.5  C 



19  Folsom Street  Fremont Street  30.2  C  30.2  C  54.2  D 



20  Harrison Street  First Street  28.3  C  36.3  D  79.4  E 



21  Howard Street  Fourth Street  28.7  C  28.8  C  29.5  C 



22  Harrison Street  Fourth Street  21.8  C  21.9  C  23.1  C 



23  Bryant Street  Fourth Street  27.1  C  27.1  C  32.9  C 



24  Harrison/Fifth St  I‐80 WB off‐ramp  29.2  C  29.0  C  55.2  E 



25  Brannan Street  Second Street  10.7  B  11.2  B  15.3  B 



26  Bryant Street  Second Street  25.9  C  28.3  C  38.8  D 



NOTES: 



a  Delay presented in seconds per vehicle.  
b  Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded. 
 



SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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During overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, the magnitude and number of significant 



traffic impacts at intersections would increase due to the greater congestion levels at the same 



nearby intersections, and use of similar access routes and ramps to and from the I‐80 and I‐280 



freeways. Mitigation measures similar to those identified for the proposed project but focused on 



conditions in the vicinity of Piers 30‐32 (i.e., Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐2b: Additional Strategies 



to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11a: Additional PCOs during 



Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay 



Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11c: Additional 



Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events), would be applicable to the 



Off‐site Alternative, and would serve to lessen the severity of significant traffic impacts. 



However, similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative’s traffic impacts would be 



significant and unavoidable with mitigation.  



Transit Impacts. Under the No Event scenario, the Off‐site Alternative would generate 514 transit 



trips compared to 881 transit trips for the proposed project (i.e., 367 fewer transit trips) during the 



weekday p.m. peak hour, and 792 transit trips compared to 673 transit trips for the proposed 



project (i.e., 119 more transit trips) during the Saturday evening peak hour.  



The Off‐site Alternative would be located in an area with multiple Muni and regional routes 



nearby, and the majority of transit riders would be expected to walk between the Muni and 



regional transit stops. Therefore, the Off‐site Alternative would not require provision of the Muni 



Special Event Transit Service Plan included as part of the proposed project. Event attendees 



taking transit would be distributed among numerous routes, and similar to the proposed project, 



impacts on local transit operations would be less than significant. Because the number of transit 



trips traveling to and from the event center under the Off‐site Alternative would be greater than 



for the proposed project, the significant and unavoidable impact on regional transit (i.e., Caltrain 



and North Bay Ferry and Bus Service) would also occur, and this regional transit impact, similar 



to the proposed project, would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Mitigation Measure 



M‐TR‐5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐5b: Additional North Bay 



Ferry and Bus Service would also be applicable to the Off‐site Alternative.  



On days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF Giants evening game, the Off‐site 



Alternative would not require additional Muni transit service, as multiple routes would be 



available to serve the combined demand, and the Off‐site Alternative would result in less than 



significant impacts on Muni transit, compared to less than significant with mitigation for the 



proposed project. Similar to the proposed project, on days with overlapping evening events, 



additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit 



demand. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, on days when a basketball game overlaps 



with a SF Giants evening game, the Off‐site Alternative would result in a significant impact on 



one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART). Implementation of Mitigation 



Measure M‐TR‐14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would 



reduce or minimize the severity of the transit impact, however, since the provision of additional 



East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay transit service is uncertain and full funding for the service 



has not been identified, the Off‐site Alternative’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden 
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Gate Transit and WETA would be, similar to the proposed project, significant and unavoidable with 



mitigation. 



Pedestrian Impacts. The Off‐site Alternative would result in a reduced number of person trips 



accessing Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 than the proposed project for Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32. 



Pedestrians would be accommodated in The Embarcadero promenade and on nearby streets 



providing access to transit stops and nearby off‐street parking facilities. The nearby sidewalks 



and crosswalks would accommodate the additional pedestrians, with the crosswalks at the 



intersection of The Embarcadero/Bryant experiencing the greatest increase in pedestrian trips. 



During large events, the north and south crosswalks across The Embarcadero would operate at 



LOS E or LOS F conditions, particularly during overlapping evening events at AT&T Park, and 



this would be considered a significant impact. Implementation of mitigation measures that are 



similar in nature to the proposed project Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐6: Active Management of 



Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate pedestrian impacts during 



events, and similar to the proposed project, pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with 



mitigation. 



Bicycle Impacts. Under the Off‐site Alternative, similar to the proposed project, it is anticipated 



that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the vicinity of Pier 30‐32 and Seawall 



Lot 330 would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or 



pedestrian trips associated with the Off‐site Alternative would result in significant impacts on 



bicyclists. Because the Off‐site Alternative includes the event center adjacent to the bicycle lane 



on The Embarcadero, vehicular access to Piers 30‐32 and passenger loading/unloading activities 



could conflict with northbound bicycle travel. The TMP developed for the event center at Piers 



30‐32 would include provisions for providing a temporary bicycle lane, delineated with cones or 



other methods, which would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclist traveling northbound on 



The Embarcadero. Thus, similar to the proposed project, it is possible that increased congestion 



associated with the proposed project, particularly during post‐event conditions, could result in an 



increased potential for vehicular‐bicycle and pedestrian‐bicycle conflicts, however, it would not 



increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. Therefore, similar to 



the proposed project, the impacts of the Off‐site Alternative on bicycle facilities and circulation 



would be less than significant. 



Loading Impacts. Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would include on‐site 



commercial loading spaces on both Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 to accommodate the loading 



demand. Because the Off‐site Alternative would provide commercial loading spaces, the loading 



demand would be accommodated, and loading impacts under this alternative, similar to the 



proposed project, would be less than significant. Improvement Measure I‐TR‐8: Truck and 



Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan, identified for the proposed project, would also be 



applicable to the Off‐site Alternative. 



Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts. The Off‐site Alternative would not change the configuration 



or capacity of the travel lanes adjacent to the project site. During events that may require closure 



of one or more lanes on The Embarcadero post‐event, a TMP would be implemented to ensure 
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that emergency vehicle access to the project site and vicinity is maintained.  Therefore, similar to 



the proposed project, the impact of the Off‐site Alternative on emergency vehicle access would be 



less than significant. 



Cumulative Impacts. The Off‐site Alternative’s contribution to 2040 cumulative impacts in the 



vicinity of Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be similar to the proposed project. Similar to 



the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would not contribute considerably to significant 



cumulative construction‐related ground transportation impacts, and the Off‐site Alternative’s 



cumulative impacts related to bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access would be less than 



significant. Unlike the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative’s cumulative impact on Muni 



transit operations would be less than significant, compared to less than significant with 



mitigation for the proposed project. Similar the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative’s 



pedestrian impacts would be less than significant with mitigation, and cumulative regional 



transit impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. Under 2040 cumulative 



conditions, it is anticipated that due to development in the Transbay Transit Center and South of 



Market areas, additional study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, 



particularly during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the Off‐site Alternative would contribute 



considerably to a portion of the additional intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F. Thus, 



similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would result in the significant and 



unavoidable with mitigation cumulative traffic impacts as the proposed project (i.e., at 16 study 



intersections and three freeway ramp locations), and regional transit. 



Helipad Safety. The Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid the 



potentially significant impacts on helipad safety that were identified for the proposed project, 



with respect to construction effects associated with the temporary obstruction of the UCSF helipad 



airspace surfaces and the potential operational effect of specialized outdoor lighting associated 



with the event center. Even though these helipad impacts could be reduced to less than 



significant for the proposed project, there would be no impact for this alternative because this 



location is not in proximity to any private or public helipad or other air safety risks.   



Noise 



Construction Impacts 



Unlike the proposed project, which would have less‐than‐significant construction noise impacts, 



construction of the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in 



significant and unavoidable noise impacts. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, construction of the 



proposed project would result in temporary increases in noise levels that would be noticeable but 



below significance thresholds, due in part because piles would be cast in place into augured holes 



and would not require use of an impact or vibratory pile driver. For the Off‐site Alternative at this 



location, not only would the construction duration be longer (32 months over a four‐year period 



compared to 26‐months total for the proposed project), but construction activities at both Piers 30‐



32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be more intensive and require prolonged pile‐driving activities in 



proximity to sensitive receptors, resulting in substantial increases in noise levels over ambient levels 



even with implementation of best available noise controls and noise‐reducing techniques, including 



exceeding the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) criterion for residential exposure to 
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construction due to construction at Seawall Lot 330. Thus, this impact would be significant and 



unavoidable with mitigation, and would be a substantially more severe impact than would occur under 



the proposed project. 



Also, unlike the proposed project which would have less‐than‐significant construction vibration 



impacts, construction of the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in 



significant and unavoidable groundborne vibration impacts. Under the proposed project, use of rapid 



impact compaction during construction at the project site would not result in excessive vibration 



levels that would result in structural damage or human annoyance at nearby structures or at 



residential or hospital receptors, and all other construction activity would generate diminished 



vibration levels such that vibration‐related impacts due to project construction would be less than 



significant. In contrast, under this off‐site alternative, pile driving activities for construction at 



Seawall Lot 330 would be as close as 25 feet to existing residential uses, and vibration from 



construction could have potentially significant effects on both people and structures. With 



implementation of feasible mitigation measures, vibration effects on structures could be reduced 



to less than significant, but the magnitude and duration of vibration effects combined with the 



proximity to sensitive receptors would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation with 



respect to human annoyance. Thus, this impact would be a substantially more severe impact than 



would occur under the proposed project. 



However, like the proposed project, construction of the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and 



Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people to or generate noise levels in excess of applicable 



standards; and this impact would be less than significant. 



Cumulative construction noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 



330 would be speculative to determine at this time, given the hypothetical nature of this off‐site 



alternative and the non‐existent construction schedule, and it is unknown to what extent there 



would be other construction activities in the project vicinity overlapping with construction activities 



at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, since this alternative would result in significant and 



unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts, if other construction activities were to be 



occurring in the vicinity, it is likely that this alternativeʹs contribution to cumulative adverse noise 



and vibration impacts would be significant and unavoidable due to the magnitude of the 



construction activities and the proximity to sensitive receptors. On the other hand, the proposed 



project was determined to have a less‐than‐significant but mitigable contribution to cumulative 



construction noise impacts.  



Operational Impacts.  



Exposure to or Generate Noise Levels in Excess of Standards. Like the proposed project, operation of 



the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in exposure of persons to 



or generate noise levels in excess of established standards, but this impact would be less than 



significant with mitigation. In both cases, use of amplified sound equipment at the event center 



would have the potential to result in noise levels in excess of standards, but implementation of a 



noise control plan for outdoor amplified sound would reduce this impact to less than significant. 



However, unlike the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would introduce new sensitive 
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receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is already impacted by high noise levels from 



vehicle traffic on the Embarcadero and the overhead span of the San Francisco‐Oakland Bay Bridge 



as well as from operations of the MUNI light rail line. Thus, this alternative would also have the 



potential to expose these sensitive uses to noise levels exceeding acceptable standards, but 



implementation of feasible measures through appropriate building design and building materials 



could ensure that interior noise levels within multi‐family residential units and proposed hotels 



would be reduced to acceptable levels (45 dBA LDN interior standard). This is different impact that 



would not occur under the proposed project, but nevertheless could be reduced to less than 



significant with mitigation. 



Increased Vehicular Traffic Noise. Both the Off‐site Alternative and the proposed project would 



introduce permanent, new mobile noise sources to their respective project vicinities; these noise 



sources include increased vehicular traffic noise and crowd noise associated with 



visitors/patrons/attendees at the event center. The Off‐site Alternative location has greater access 



to regional transit including BART and therefore would generate fewer vehicles than under the 



proposed project. Like the proposed project, the increased traffic levels would increase weekday 



traffic noise levels, but the incremental increase be considered less than significant, as shown in 



Table 7‐21. For the weekday 4 to 6 p.m. peak hour, these roadway noise impacts would be 



comparable to those under the proposed project (shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3‐9). For both the 



proposed project and the Off‐site Alternative, the increased noise levels at all modeled roadway 



segments during the would be less than significant during this time period.  



Under the proposed project, as shown in Chapter 5, Table 5.3‐9, roadside noise levels at multi‐



family receptors adjacent to Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would exceed 



significance thresholds under several scenarios: weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period due to 



post‐basketball game traffic at Illinois Street and at Terry Francois Boulevard; and on Saturday 



evening 6 to 8 p.m. period due to basketball game traffic at Illinois Street. As described in 



Chapter 5, Section 5.3, Noise, these impacts are considered a significant and unavoidable 



permanent increase in noise levels, even with mitigation. However, under the Off‐site Alternative, 



modeled increases in roadway noise levels would not exceed significance thresholds along any of 



the roadway segments during the weekday late night 9 to 11 p.m. period or the Saturday evening 



6 to 8 p.m. period. Thus, the roadway noise impact under the Off‐site Alternative would be less 



than significant, which is substantially less severe than the roadway noise impacts identified for 



the proposed project. Similarly, under cumulative conditions, the Off‐site Alternativeʹs 



contribution to significant roadway noise increases along all roadways analyzed would likely be 



less than significant Therefore, the Off‐site Alternative would have a substantially less severe, 



cumulative roadway noise impacts than the proposed project. 
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TABLE 7‐21 



MODELED TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS, OFF‐SITE ALTERNATIVEa 



Roadway Segment 
Existing 
(2014) 



Existing plus 
Convention 
Off‐site 



Alternative  
dBA 



Difference
Significant 
Increase? 



Weekday Peak Hour Noise Levels (4PM – 6PM)         



The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street  69.4  69.6  0.2  No 



The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets  69.1  69.2  0.1  No 



Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero  61.1  61.4  0.3  No 



Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero  60.7  61.8  1.1  No 



Roadway Segment 
Existing 
(2014) 



Existing plus 
Basketball 



Game Off‐site 
Alternative  



dBA 
Difference



Significant 
Increase? 



Weekday Late Hour Noise Levels (9PM – 11PM)         



The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street  67.2  69.1  1.9  No 



The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets  67.4  68.0  0.6  No 



Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero  55.0  55.9  0.9  No 



Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero  56.9  56.7  ‐0.2  No 



Roadway Segment 
Existing 
(2014) 



Existing plus 
Basketball 



Game Off‐site 
Alternative 



dBA 
Difference



Significant 
Increase? 



Saturday Evening Noise Levels (6PM – 8PM)         



The Embarcadero between Harrison Street and Bryant Street  67.6  68.1  0.5  No



The Embarcadero between Brannan and Townsend Streets  67.7  68.8  1.1  No



Brannan Street from Delancey Street to Embarcadero  58.2  59.8  1.6  No



Bryant Street from Rincon Street to Embarcadero  58.1  57.8  ‐0.3  No



 
NOTES: 
a  Road center to receptor distance is assumed to be 50 feet for values shown in this table. Noise levels were determined using the Federal 



Highway Administration (FHWA) traffic noise model. The average speed on these segments is assumed to be 25 or 30 miles per hour, 
depending on the roadway. For all other assumptions, refer to Appendix NO. In an existing ambient noise environment of 65 dBA or 
greater, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 3.0 dBA. In an existing ambient noise 
environment below 65 dBA, an incremental increase is considered significant if the noise increase is equal to or greater than 5.0 dBA. 



 
SOURCE: ESA 2015 
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Crowd Noise. With respect to crowd noise, increased noise levels above ambient conditions could 



occur, particularly during the evening and nighttime hours and at the end of scheduled events. 



Because of its location approximately five blocks from the Embarcadero BART station, it may 



reasonably be assumed that substantially fewer patrons of the event center under the Off‐site 



Alternative would take Muni light rail, opting instead to walk to the BART station. 



Notwithstanding this reduction, it is likely that after each event upwards of 1,000 patrons would 



migrate to the closest Muni light rail platform at The Embarcadero and Brannan Street. Similar to 



the proposed project, the nearest Muni platform to the Off‐site Alternative is also directly in from of 



an existing residential land use (Delancey Street Housing at 600 Embarcadero). Noise levels from 



departing crowds after an event were estimated by monitoring of crowd egress to the Muni T‐



Line platform after a San Francisco Giants baseball game. Monitored noise levels during the 



egress period when the game ended averaged 69 dBA, L90. These noise levels may be compared 



to the existing noise level that was monitored in 2013 during the 10:00 p.m. hour at the Off‐site 



location receptors (with no game at AT&T Park), which was 62 dBA, L90. The L90 data indicate 



that existing noise levels at the Off‐site residential receptor during quieter periods would be 



increased by crowds gathering to board northbound Muni service on event days by about 7 dBA, 



which would be a clearly perceptible increase. Consequently, like the proposed project, the noise 



impact of the Off‐site Alternative resulting from the increase in noise levels from crowds 



gathering at the Muni T‐Line platform during quieter nighttime periods would be significant and 



unavoidable. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.3, impacts from crowd noise under the proposed 



project would be significant and unavoidable, due to anticipated noise levels from crowds 



gathering at the Muni platform adjacent to the UCSF Hearst Tower housing building during the 



evening hours when patrons would be departing from basketball games or concerts at the event 



center. Therefore, the Off‐site Alternative and the proposed project would result in comparable 



significant and unavoidable impacts related to crowd noise at a Muni platform adjacent to a 



sensitive receptor. 



Air Quality 



Construction Impacts. Like the proposed project, construction emissions of criteria air pollutants 



under the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and 



unavoidable with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated 



construction‐related emissions of ROG and NOx for the project would be 66 and 246 pounds per 



day, respectively, which would exceed the applicable significance thresholds. Even with 



implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1 (Construction Emissions Minimization), NOx 



levels would exceed the significance threshold, at 164 pounds per day, assuming the minimum 



level of compliance (Tier 2 with NOx VDECS). Similarly, as shown in Table 7‐22,  the 



construction‐related criteria air pollutant emissions for the Off‐site Alternative would exceed the 



thresholds for emissions of NOx, and even with mitigation, as shown in Table 7‐23, emissions of 



NOx under the Off‐site Alternative would still be significant even with maximum compliance of 



Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1. Consequently, like the proposed project, construction‐related 



criteria pollutant emissions under the Off‐site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable 



with mitigation. 
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TABLE 7‐22 



AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS 



  
Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Off‐road Equipment Emissions  12.46  180.07  6.86  6.86 



Truck and Vehicle emissions  5.14  30.48  0.51  0.47 



Marine Vessel Emissions  6.94  59.91  3.38  3.38 



Architectural Coating Emissions  28.90  0  0  0 



Totala  53.43  270.46  10.75  10.70 



BAAQMD Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  No  Yes  No  No 



NOTES: 



a  The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.  



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



 



TABLE 7‐23 



MITIGATED AVERAGE DAILY CONSTRUCTION‐RELATED EMISSIONS 



  
Average Daily Construction Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Off‐road Equipment Emissions  0.76  135.90  0.98  0.98 



Truck and Vehicle emissions  5.14  30.48  0.51  0.47 



Marine Vessel Emissions  2.09  11.34  0.25  0.25 



Architectural Coating Emissions  28.90  0  0  0 



Totala  36.89  177.72  1.74  1.70 



BAAQMD Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  No  Yes  No  No 



NOTES: 



a  The total emissions may not sum precisely due to rounding of subtotals.  



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 
 



 



Operational Impacts. Like the proposed project, operational impacts of the Off‐site Alternative 



would be significant and unavoidable impact even with mitigation. As described in Chapter 5, 



Section 5.4, Air Quality, estimated operational emissions of ROG and NOx under the proposed 



project would be 79 and 124 pounds per day, respectively, exceeding significance thresholds. As 



shown in Table 7‐24, the Off‐site Alternative would result in operational criteria air pollutant 



emissions of ROG similar to those of the proposed project and NOx emissions slightly lower than 



those for the proposed project, but still at levels that would exceed the applicable significance 



thresholds. The same mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would apply to the 



Off‐site Alternative, although the amount of emissions offset would need to be adjusted to the 



emissions calculated for this alternative. Therefore, the operational air quality impacts of the Off‐



site Alternative would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 
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TABLE 7‐24 



AVERAGE DAILY AND MAXIMUM ANNUAL OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 



 FOR THE OFF‐SITE ALTERNATIVE 



 
Average Daily Emissions (pounds/day) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Emission Source             



Mobile  37  87  14  6.3 



Standby Diesel generators  0.26  0.81  0.03  0.03 



Boilers  2.1  14  2.9  2.9 



Area Sources  40  0.37  0.09  0.09 



Total   80 102 17 9.3 



Threshold  54  54  82  54 



Above Threshold?  Yes  Yes  No  No 



         



 
Maximum Annual Emissions (short tons/year) 



ROG  NOx  PM10  PM2.5 



Emission Source             



Mobile  6.8  16  2.5  1.2 



Standby Diesel generators  0.05  0.15  0.01  0.01 



Boilers  0.38  2.6  0.52  0.52 



Area Sources  7.2  0.07  0.02  0.02 



Total  14 19 3.1 1.8 



Threshold  10  10  15  10 



Above Threshold?  Yes  Yes  No  No 
 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 



 



 



Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Existing Receptors. Similar to the proposed project, construction 



and operation of the Off‐site Alternative would generate toxic air contaminants (TAC), including 



diesel particulate matter. However, unlike the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would 



occur within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone (APEZ) and consequently would be subject to more 



stringent significance thresholds.  Specifically, because air quality in an APEZ already exceed the 



cumulative exposure thresholds of the City, projects within an APEZ are assessed by the individual 



contribution of the project and not the cumulative contributions of all sources (project and existing).   



For those locations already meeting the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone criteria, a lower significance 



standard is required to ensure that a proposed project’s contribution to existing health risks 



would not be significant. In these areas a proposed project’s contribution to PM2.5 concentrations 



above 0.2 μg/m3 or a contribution to excess cancer risk greater than 7.0 per million would be 



considered a significant impact1.  



                                                           
1 A 0.2 μg/m3 increase in PM2.5 would result in a 0.28 percent increase in non‐injury mortality or an increase of about 



twenty‐one excess deaths per 1,000,000 population per year from non‐injury causes in San Francisco. This information 
is based on Jerrett M et al. 2005. Spatial Analysis of Air Pollution and Mortality in Los Angeles. Epidemiology. 16:727‐736. 



 











7. Alternatives 



 



OCII Case No. ER 2014‐919‐97  7‐83  Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E    at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 



Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would require operation of off‐road and 



on‐road diesel construction equipment during construction. Unlike the project, however, the Off‐



site Alternative would have a significant construction‐related impact from PM2.5 emissions 



resulting from contributions to PM2.5 concentrations at off‐site receptor locations above the 



applicable significance threshold in an APEZ (see Table 7‐25). However, this impact could be 



reduced to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐AQ‐1.   



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would generate TAC emissions from 



construction as well as from operation of back‐up diesel generators during project operation, 



which have the potential to increase cancer risks. Unlike the proposed project, however, the Off‐



site Alternative would have a significant construction‐related impact from increased cancer risk 



contributions at off‐site receptor locations above the applicable significance threshold in an APEZ. 



This increased cancer risk impact would persist even with implementation of Mitigation Measure 



M‐AQ‐1 which represents all feasible mitigation to address risks from construction. Operational 



emissions from generators and vehicles would further contribute to this significant impact.  



Consequently, unlike the proposed project, the impact of the Offsite Alternative with regard to 



exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk due to air pollutant concentrations would 



be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.   



TABLE 7‐25 



MAXIMUM LIFETIME EXCESS CANCER RISK AND  



PM2.5 CONCENTRATIONS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF OFF‐SITE ALTERNATIVE 



 



Cancer Risk Increase  



(in one million) 



Maximum Annual PM2.5 



Concentration (μg/m3)a 



Receptor  Unmitigated  Mitigated  Unmitigated  Mitigated 



Highest Residential Receptor   206  30  1.3  0.19 



Significance Threshold  7  7  0.2  0.2 



Exceed at Residential Receptor?  Yes  Yes  Yes  No 



 
NOTES: μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; PM = particulate matter 



 



 



SOURCE: ENVIRON, 2015 
 



 



Toxic Air Contaminant Impacts – Proposed Receptors. Unlike the proposed project, the Off‐site 



Alternative would introduce new sensitive receptors (proposed residential units) to an area that is 



within an APEZ. For projects proposing new sensitive uses, the threshold of significance used to 



evaluate exposure and hazard is based on whether the project would locate these uses within an 



Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Consequently, by locating sensitive receptors within an APEZ, the 



Off‐Site Alternative would result in a significant impact. To minimize the potential impact to 



                                                                                                                                                                             
The excess cancer risk has been proportionally reduced to result in a significance criterion of 7 per million persons 
exposed. 











7. Alternatives 



 



OCII Case No. ER 2014‐919‐97  7‐84  Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E    at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 



Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision 



proposed on‐site receptors, mitigation measures implementing air filtration measures within an 



Air Pollutant Exposure Zone would required to reduce the potential exposure of future residents. 



Implementation of this mitigation measure would reduce impacts to new sensitive receptors to 



less‐than‐significant levels. This would be a new significant impact that could be reduced to less 



than significant with mitigation. 



Consistency with Clean Air Plan. Like the proposed project, impacts related to consistency with 



the Clean Air Plan for the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less 



than significant with mitigation. This alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by 



virtue of incorporation of mitigation measures which would include maximum feasible control 



measures, and offsetting emissions to below significance thresholds. Additionally, the Off‐site 



Alternative would be consistent with the 2010 CAP by virtue of incorporation of control 



measures of the CAP, including land use/local impact measures and energy/climate measures 



now required through the various components of the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy 



as well as the transportation demand management measures that would be assumed to part of 



this alternative, similar to those for the proposed project. The Off‐site Alternative would also not 



hinder implementation of the 2010 CAP. Therefore, the Off‐site Alternative would not conflict 



with, or obstruct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this impact would be less than 



significant with mitigation.  



Odors. Like the proposed project, this alternative would not create objectionable odors that 



would affect a substantial number of people. 



Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. Like the proposed project, the cumulative air quality impacts of 



the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be significant and unavoidable 



with mitigation. Because the proposed project would result in both construction and operational 



emissions of ROG and NOx exceeding their respective significance thresholds, the projectʹs 



contribution to cumulative air quality impacts is considered significant and unavoidable, even 



with mitigation. Similarly, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result 



in significant and unavoidable air quality impacts after implementation of feasible mitigation 



measures, and consequently, would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 



regional and local air quality impacts. Therefore, this impact would be significant and unavoidable 



with mitigation. 



Greenhouse Gas Emissions 



Like the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



generate greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, but not at levels that would result in a significant 



impact on the environment or conflict with any policy, plan, or regulation adopted for the 



purpose of reducing GHG emissions. It is assumed that the Off‐site Alternative would be designed 



and constructed to the same green building and sustainability standards as the proposed project, 



and therefore would include strategies to reduce GHG emissions that would be consistent with the 



Cityʹs GHG Reduction Strategy. Given the reduced square footage of development under the Off‐



site Alternative compared to the proposed project, overall GHG emissions during construction 
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and operations would be expected to be the same or less than that of the project. Therefore, 



impacts related to GHGs would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Wind and Shadow 



Wind. Piers 30‐32, and to a lesser extent, Seawall Lot 330, are fully exposed to winds that 



approach over the Bay. Northwest winds approach Piers 30‐32 along the Bay and the open 



Embarcadero roadway and pier buildings. Seawall Lot 330 is less exposed to the northwest 



winds, since it is partially sheltered by Rincon Hill and upwind buildings along Beale Street. The 



west southwest and west winds must approach Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 over the City’s 



hills and substantial core of tall buildings in the downtown and Rincon Hill areas. Piers 30‐32 



currently contains no buildings, except for Red’s Java House; and Seawall Lot 330 contains no 



buildings. Existing structures adjacent to and upwind of the project site at Seawall Lot 330 



include the 22‐story Watermark building located at the west corner of the city block containing 



Seawall Lot 330, the mid‐level (8‐story) Portside building located across Bryant Street to the 



northwest, and the 4‐story Bayside Village buildings located across Beale Street to the southwest. 



Similar to the project site in Mission Bay, the standards of City Planning Code Section 148 do not 



apply to Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330. However, the Planning Department uses wind standards 



set forth in Section 148 as an appropriate methodology and criteria for the analysis of potential 



wind effects at Piers 30‐32 at Seawall Lot 330. Consequently, a project’s exceedance of the Section 



148 wind hazard criterion would be a significant environmental impact for development at 



Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



A wind tunnel test was conducted by ESA in April 2014 for the sponsor’s previously‐proposed 



project at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330. Since, as discussed above, the previously‐proposed 



project at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 is identical in design to the Off‐site Alternative 



considered in this SEIR; the results of that wind study are representative of the Off‐site 



Alternative. Similar to the wind study conducted for the proposed project at Blocks 29‐32 in 



Mission Bay, the wind study for the previously‐proposed project at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 



330 assessed the pedestrian wind environment under existing, existing plus project, and project‐



plus‐cumulative scenario for the same four prevailing wind directions.  



The wind study for the previously‐proposed project at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 revealed 



that under existing conditions, existing‐plus‐project and cumulative conditions, the wind hazard 



criterion was not exceeded at any of the off‐site pedestrian study locations in the Piers 30‐32/ 



Seawall Lot 330 vicinity. Based on these results, the wind hazard impact for the Off‐site Alternative 



would be less than significant, and this alternative would avoid a significant and unavoidable project 



wind hazard that would occur under the proposed project at Blocks 29‐32. 



Shadow.  As discussed above, there no buildings on Piers 30‐32 (except for Red’s Java House) 



and Seawall Lot 330.  Consequently, the only notable shadows currently created from this site are 



from the approximate 13‐acre footprint of the Piers 30‐32 deck on the Bay water beneath it.  



Existing structures adjacent to the project site include the 22‐story Watermark building (west 



corner of Seawall 330), the 8‐story Portside building (across Bryant Street to the northwest), and 
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the 4‐story Bayside Village buildings (across Beale Street to the southwest). Of these buildings, 



only the Watermark building creates prominent shadows on Seawall Lot 330; these occur in the 



afternoon. 



Public open space within the vicinity of the project site includes the newly constructed Brannan 



Street Wharf located on The Embarcadero between Piers 30‐32 and Pier 38.  The Herb Caen Way 



promenade extends along The Embarcadero between Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330.  The 



Rincon Hill Dog Park is located at the northwest corner of Bryant and Beale Streets, 



approximately 260 feet from Seawall Lot 330. Other open spaces in the immediate area includes 



privately‐owned open space, such as inner courtyards and plazas located within the residential 



development of Bayside Village, and small unnamed parks at the corners of The Embarcadero 



and Bryant and Brannan Streets. In addition, Rincon Park and South Beach Park are located on 



The Embarcadero approximately ¼‐mile north and south of the project site, respectively, 



however, are of sufficient distance from Piers 30‐32/Seawall Lot 330 that they would not be 



affected by any shading from the Off‐site Alternative.   



Section 295 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Sunlight Ordinance, protects public open 



space under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission from shadow created by 



new structures. The nearest park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission 



and protected by Section 295 is South Park, located one‐third mile southwest of the project site.  



This park is also of sufficient distance from Piers 30‐32/Seawall Lot 330 that it would not be 



affected by any shading from the Off‐site Alternative.   



A shadow analysis was conducted to evaluate the potential shadow effects of the Off‐site 



Alternative on surrounding parks and open space.  The representative periods selected were the 



winter solstice (approximately December 21), summer solstice (approximately June 21) and the 



fall equinox (approximately September 21); the fall equinox is similar to the spring equinox.   



 During the winter solstice, the Piers 30‐32 development would cast shadow on the small 



park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), 



on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, and on portions 



of the Bay throughout the day.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow on 



portions of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday 



(10:00 a.m. to 3:00), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the 



afternoon (noon to sunset). 



 During the summer solstice, the Piers 30‐32 development would cast shadow on the 



northmost corner of the Brannan Street Wharf and adjacent Bay in the early morning 



(before 8:00 a.m.), on portions of The Embarcadero promenade until approximately noon, 



and on portions of the Bay to the east after 3:00 p.m. The Seawall Lot 330 development 



would cast shadow on portions of The Embarcadero from early afternoon 



(approximately 1:00 p.m.) to sunset; and on the northmost corner of the Brannan Street 



Wharf and adjacent Bay in the late afternoon (after 4:00 p.m.).   
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 During the spring/fall equinox, the Piers 30‐32 development would cast shadow on 



portions of The Embarcadero promenade in the early morning (before 9:00 a.m.), and on 



portions of the Bay after 2:00 p.m.  The Seawall Lot 330 development would cast shadow 



on a portion of the small park at corner of The Embarcadero/Bryant Streets in the midday 



(10:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.), and on portions of The Embarcadero promenade throughout the 



afternoon (1:00 p.m. to sunset).  



Based on these results, the Off‐site Alternative would not be expected cast new shadow in a 



manner that would substantially affect outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas, the 



shadow impact for the Off‐site Alternative would be less than significant, similar to the significance 



of the shadow impact of the proposed project, and no mitigation would be required.  



Recreation 



Like the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not 



substantially increase the use of existing recreational facilities or require the construction or 



expansion of recreational facilities. Employment under this scenario would be less than or similar to 



that for the proposed project, based on the overall reduced gross square footage, and recreational 



demands would be met by existing and planned parks and open space located adjacent to and 



nearby this location. Furthermore, this alternative would include extensive new recreational and 



open space opportunities as part of the development on Piers 30‐32. Thus, all recreation impacts 



would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Utilities and Service Systems 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



not require new or expanded water supply resources, require construction of new water treatment 



facilities, and would be served by existing landfills for solid waste disposal. Given the reduced 



gross square footage of uses, projected demands for water supply resources, water treatment 



facilities, and solid waste disposal would be less than that of the proposed project. These impacts 



would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. This alternative would also not 



require construction of new stormwater drainage facilities, as the existing facilities have adequate 



capacity, and similar to the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant. As described 



in Chapter 5, Section 5.7, under the proposed project, new stormwater drainage facilities currently 



being constructed as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan would accommodate the 



stormwater drainage from the project site. 



However, unlike the proposed project, this alternative would result in wastewater flows that could 



be served within the existing capacity of wastewater facilities and would not require construction 



or expansion of wastewater facilities. Furthermore, this wastewater flows generated under this 



alternative would not cause the SFPUCʹs combined sewer system to exceed wastewater treatment 



requirements of the RWQCB. Therefore, under the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall 



Lot 330, utilities impacts associated with wastewater treatment capacity would be less than 



significant, and this alternative would avoid the significant and unavoidable utilities impact that 



was identified for the proposed project with respect to the need to construct new or expanded 



wastewater treatment facilities. Similarly, under this alternative, it would not be expected for the 
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SFPUC to determine that it has inadequate treatment capacity to serve the projectʹs wastewater 



demand, and therefore, this impact would be less than significant, which would be substantially 



less severe impact than the significant and unavoidable impact identified for the proposed 



project. 



Public Services 



Schools, Public Health, Childcare, Library, and Street Maintenance Services. Like the proposed 



project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in increased 



demand for governmental public services, including public health, childcare, library, street 



maintenance, and emergency medical that would require construction of new facilities, the 



construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts. As indicated in the 



Population and Housing assessment, employment projections for both construction and operation 



would be expected to be met by the existing local and regional labor force. Furthermore, the 



proposed residential development at Seawall Lot 330 would be to subject to Senate Bill 50 School 



Impact Fees, which would be deemed to constitute full and complete mitigation for school impacts. 



Thus, like the proposed project, impacts of this alternative on schools, public health, childcare, 



library, and street maintenance services would be less than significant and no mitigation would be 



required. 



Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services. Like the proposed project, construction and 



operation of the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the 



need for new or physically altered governmental facilities for fire protection and emergency 



medical services. The population increases associated with the project would be minimal in 



comparison to the population served by the existing fire stations in the project area. The increase 



in calls for fire protection and medical emergency response would not be substantial in light of 



the existing demand and capacity for fire protection and emergency medical services in the City. 



The project site is located in an existing urban area and would not extend demand of the San 



Francisco Fire Department (SFFD) beyond the current limits of its service area. The proposed 



development would neither adversely affect SFFD service standards nor require an increase in 



SFFD staff that would require the construction of new fire protection facilities. Furthermore, as 



part of project operations for games and large events at Piers 30‐32, the Warriors or other event 



sponsors would provide on‐site medical services, including a first aid station and on‐site medical 



personnel to provide first aid to game/event patrons or employees that may require medical 



assistance, which would further reduce potential effects on general emergency medical response 



providers. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no mitigation would be required. 



Law Enforcement Services. Like the proposed project, construction and operation of the Off‐site 



Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not result in the need for new or physically 



altered governmental facilities for law enforcement services. The project site is located within the 



San Francisco Police Departmentʹs (SFPD) Southern District, which is headquartered at the new 



Public Safety Building in Mission Bay, approximately one‐mile from the project site. Similar to 



the proposed project, as described in Chapter 5, Section 5.8, the SFPD would provide increased 



police protection for sports games and adequate police protection services would be available and 



provided for the games/events at the project site; such services would not detract from other 
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SFPD police operations within the City. Furthermore, the event center, residential tower, hotel 



and retail uses would also provide their own on‐site private security personnel similar to other 



mixed use developments in the City. This impact would therefore be less than significant and no 



mitigation would be required. 



Biological Resources 



Unlike the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



have the potential to affect marine biological resources due to the extensive in‐water construction 



activities required for the seismic upgrade and strengthening of the pier structure. While impacts 



on marine birds, roosting bats, and critical fish habitat would be less than significant, 



construction impacts on critical fish habitat and on migratory corridors for marine wildlife would 



be potentially significant, although feasible mitigation measures are available (e.g., water quality 



and construction best management practices) that could reduce these impacts to less than 



significant. In addition, impacts on marine biological resources due to trash and littering during 



both construction and operation would be potentially significant, but mitigable with appropriate 



trash management programs. However, most importantly, pile driving required for project 



construction of improvements to the pier structure would produce high underwater sound levels 



that could adversely affect special‐status fish and marine mammals. This would be a significant 



and unavoidable impact, with mitigation, because even with implementation of the best available 



sound attenuation systems for noise reduction for impact hammer and pile driving activities and 



establishment of safety zones around the construction area, acute and chronic effects on special‐



status fish could still occur. 



However, like the proposed project, this alternative would not have an effect on federally protected 



wetlands, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or conflict with any local policies 



protecting biological resources; these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would 



be required.  



Similar to the proposed project, under the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330, 



potential impacts on breeding birds which may be nesting within the project site could be mitigated 



to less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐BI‐4a (Preconstruction 



Surveys for Nesting Birds), and this impact would be less than significant with mitigation. 



Unlike the proposed project which is not subject to the same requirements, potential impacts 



related to avian collisions with buildings or night lighting would be less than significant because this 



project site would be subject to the from City’s Standards for Bird Safe Buildings, compliance with 



which would avoid and minimize impacts on birds during their migrations due to lighting and 



glare effects under both nighttime and daytime conditions.  



Thus, overall, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have more severe 



significant impacts on biological resources than the proposed project. The proposed project at 



Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 would have no impacts on marine biological resources, while this off‐



site alternative would have significant impacts, including significant and unavoidable impacts on 
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fish and marine mammals during project construction. All other impacts on biological resources 



would be comparable for this alternative and the proposed project. 



Geology and Soils 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



not expose people or structures to substantial earthquake or landslide hazards, result in erosion or 



loss of top soil, be located on a geologic unit that could become unstable, be located on corrosive or 



expansive soils, substantially change the topography, or affect any unique geologic features. These 



impacts would be less than significant with implementation of protective measures required by 



applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. 



Hydrology and Water Quality 



Construction Impacts. Unlike the proposed project, construction of the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 



30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 could result in potentially significant water quality impacts due to the 



extensive in‐water construction activities that would be required at Piers 30‐32. However, there 



are feasible mitigation measures requiring best management practices during construction that 



would reduce this impact to less than significant with mitigation. Construction of the proposed 



project, on the other hand, would have less than significant impacts with implementation of 



protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. 



Thus, construction water quality impacts of this alternative would be more severe than those of the 



proposed project.  



Operational Impacts—Groundwater, Drainage, Flooding, and Inundation by Seiche or Tsunami. 



Similar to the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge; would not alter existing 



drainage pattern that would result in erosion, siltation, or flooding; expose people, housing, or 



structures to substantial risk of loss due to flooding risks; redirect or impede flood flows; or expose 



people or structures to significant risk involving inundation by seiche or tsunami. These impacts 



would be less than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, and no mitigation would 



be required. 



Operational Impacts—Water Quality. Similar to the proposed project, operation of the Off‐site 



Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would have the potential to affect water quality due 



to dry weather flows (sanitary sewage only), wet weather flows (sanitary sewage and stormwater), 



discharges from the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP), stormwater runoff and 



drainage discharges, and litter. However, given the reduced total gross square footage of the 



development under this alternative compared to that of the proposed project (which would be 



expected to result in a reduced volume of sanitary sewage), water quality impacts would generally 



be the same or less severe than those described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9. Under both the proposed 



project and this alternative, all discharges to the Bay, whether sanitary sewage, stormwater, or a 



combination of both, would be treated as required by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality 



Control Board (RWQCB), and all discharges would be in compliance with applicable National 
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Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits that have been issued by the RWQCB for 



the express purpose of protecting water quality. 



There would be two differences in operational water quality impacts of this alternative compared to 



the proposed project. One differences would be that under this alternative, potential water quality 



impacts associated with littering would be more severe, due to the proximity to the Bay and the 



Bayʹs designation as in impaired water body for litter; however, there is feasible mitigation 



available, such as trash management planning and training, that would reduce this impact to less 



than significant with mitigation. Conversely, the other difference would be that this alternative would 



not include research and development land uses and wastewater discharges would be typical of 



municipal wastewater; implementation of FSEIR Mitigation Measure K.2 would not be required 



for the Off‐site Alternative (this measure would ensure that businesses that discharge pollutants 



that are not typically associated with most wastewater discharges to the City’s combined sewer 



system do not cause a violation of the NDPES permit for the SEWPCP). 



Operational Impacts—Sea Level Rise. Like the proposed project, it would be expected that 



operation of the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would not expose people or 



structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding associated with sea level 



rise. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.9, the proposed project would be designed and 



constructed to resist flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the 



event of flooding. Although there is only a conceptual design for the Off‐site Alternative, it is 



assumed that all structures under this alternative at both Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would 



be designed and constructed to the same standards as the proposed project with respect to flood 



protection. In addition to being subject to San Francisco’s Floodplain Management requirements, 



an alternative at Piers 30‐32 is within the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 



Development Commission (BCDC), and structures would be required to be consistent with the 



climate change policies of the San Francisco Bay Plan, including preparation of an adaptive 



management plan. Therefore, like the proposed project, this impact would be less than significant 



for the Off‐site Alternative because the alternative would include appropriate provisions to resist 



flood damage and provide for the safety of occupants and visitors in the event of flooding.  



Hazards and Hazardous Materials 



Unlike the proposed project, all impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials for the Off‐site 



Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be less than significant with implementation 



of protective measures required by applicable regulations, and no mitigation would be required. 



This alternative would not create a significant hazard through routine transport, use, or disposal of 



hazardous materials; would not result in a substantial risk of upset involving the release of 



hazardous materials; would not impair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted 



emergency response plan or expose people or structures to a significant risk involving fires. 



Compliance with existing regulations and implementation of required measured during 



construction and operation of this alternative would adequately address these potential effects, and 



these impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation would be required.  
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As described in the Initial Study for the proposed project (see Appendix NOP‐IS), the proposed 



project could result in potentially significant impacts related to the potential for uses that would 



handle biohazardous materials, but those impacts would be reduced to less than significant with 



implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR would reduce potential 



health and safety impacts to less than significant. Similarly, potential impacts related to 



encountering naturally occurring asbestos during construction could be reduced to less than 



significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure M‐HZ‐1b (Geologic Investigation and Dust 



Mitigation Plan for Naturally Occurring Asbestos). Neither of these impacts would occur under the 



Off‐site Alternative, and consequently, neither of these mitigation measures would be required. 



Thus, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would result in less severe 



hazardous materials impacts than those identified for the proposed project.  



Mineral and Energy Resources 



Like the proposed project, the Off‐site Alternative would not result in the use of large amounts of 



fuel, water, or energy, or use of these materials in a wasteful manner. These impacts would be less 



than significant with compliance with applicable regulations, including the San Francisco Green 



Building Code, and no mitigation would be required. 



Agricultural and Forest Resources 



As for the proposed project site in Mission Bay, Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 do not contain 



agricultural or forest resources, and development under the Off‐site Alternative would have no 



impact on these resources. 



7.3.3.4 Off‐site Alternative — Conclusions 



The Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 would meet all of the basic project objectives, although the 



financial feasibility at this time is unknown. It would avoid or lessen some of the impacts of the 



proposed project identified in this SEIR , but it would also result in different significant impacts—



including significant and unavoidable impacts—that would not occur under the proposed project. 



Key differences in the impact conclusions for the Off‐site Alternative compared to those of the 



proposed project are summarized below.  



The Off‐site Alternative would avoid or substantially lessen the significant and unavoidable 



impacts that were identified for the proposed project (i.e., the significance determination would 



change from SU or SUM to LS or NI) with respect to: 



 Vehicular traffic noise on local roadways during the weekday late night period and the 



Saturday evening period, both direct and cumulative impacts (Impact would change from 



SU to LS.) 



 Wind hazard impacts at off‐site pedestrian locations (Impact would change from SUM to 



LS.) 
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 Utilities impacts requiring the construction or expansion of wastewater treatment facilities, 



the construction of which could result in environmental impacts (Impact would change 



from SU to LS.) 



 Utilities impact regarding the determination by the SFPUC that there is currently 



inadequate wastewater treatment capacity to serve the projectʹs wastewater demand 



(Impact would change from SUM to LS.) 



The Off‐site Alternative would have less severe significant impacts than the proposed project (i.e., 



the significance determination would change from LSM to LS or NI) with respect to: 



 Transit impacts on Muni capacity on days when a basketball game overlaps with a SF 



Giants evening game (Impact would change from LSM to LS.) 



 Transit impacts on Muni capacity under cumulative conditions (Impact would change from 



LSM to LS.) 



 Helipad safety impacts during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM 



to NI.) 



 Biological resources impacts due to avian collisions with buildings (Impact would change 



from LSM to LS.) 



 Water quality impact on discharges at the SEWPCP due to atypical wastewater discharges 



from research and development uses (Impact would change from LSM to NI.) 



 Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential for future uses to handle biohazardous 



materials (Impact would change from LSM to NI.) 



 Hazardous materials impacts due to the potential to encounter naturally‐occurring asbestos 



during construction (Impact would change from LSM to LS.) 



The Off‐site Alternative would have different significant but mitigable impacts that were not 



identified for the proposed project (i.e., new impacts would be LSM and would require 



implementation of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with 



respect to: 



 Construction impacts on nearby historic resources due to groundborne vibration 



 Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to noise levels in excess of acceptable 



standards 



 Exposure of new sensitive receptors (residential uses) to substantial air pollutant 



concentrations by locating new receptors within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 



 Construction impacts on marine habitats and special‐status and managed fish 



 Construction impacts on critical fish habitat and migratory corridors of fish and marine 



mammals 



 Marine biological resources impacts associated with trash and littering 
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The Off‐site Alternative would have slightly more severe impacts than were identified for the 



proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS to LSM and would require 



implementation of additional mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with 



respect to:  



 Exposure to PM2.5 emissions from construction and operation (Impact would change from LS 



to LSM.) 



 Construction water quality impacts (Impact would change from LS to LSM.) 



 Water quality impacts associated with trash and littering (Impact would change from LS to 



LSM.) 



The Off‐site Alternative would have substantially more severe significant impacts than were 



identified for the proposed project (i.e., impact determination would change from LS or LSM to SU 



or SUM and would require implementation of additional and/or different mitigation measures not 



required for the proposed project) with respect to:  



 Construction noise levels would be a substantial increase over ambient levels, exceeding 



FTA criterion for residential exposure to construction. (Impact would change from LS to 



SUM.) 



 Construction vibration impacts exceeding thresholds for human annoyance at nearby 



sensitive receptors (Impact would change from LS to SUM.) 



 Cumulatively considerable contribution to construction noise and vibration impacts, 



assuming other construction activities in the vicinity were to overlap with the construction 



activities. (Impact would change from LSM to SUM.) 



 Exposure of sensitive receptors to increased cancer risk from toxic air contaminant 



concentrations during construction and operation (Impact would change from LSM to 



SUM.) 



The Off‐site Alternative would have different significant and unavoidable impacts that were not 



identified for the proposed project (i.e., new SU or SUM impact and would require implementation 



of different mitigation measures not required for the proposed project) with respect to:  



 Construction noise impacts on special‐status fish and marine mammals (Impact would be 



SUM.) 



Overall, the Off‐site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would avoid and substantially 



lessen several of the environmental impact identified for the proposed project in Mission Bay, but it 



would also result in new and different significant environmental impacts that would not occur 



under the proposed project. This alternative would achieve all of the basic project objectives. 
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7.4 Comparison of Alternatives and Environmentally 
Superior Alternative 



The CEQA Guidelines require the identification of an environmentally superior alternative to the 



proposed project (Section 15126.6[e]). If it is determined that the “no project” alternative would 



be the environmentally superior alternative, then the EIR shall also identify an environmentally 



superior alternative among the other project alternatives (Section 15126.6[3]).  



As described above in Section 7.3.1, the No Project Alternative would result in substantially less 



severe environmental impacts than the proposed project. However, the No Project Alternative 



would not meet the project sponsor’s most basic objective, which is construction of an event 



center to serve the Golden State Warriors basketball team. Furthermore, per CEQA Guidelines 



Section 15126.6[3], the “no project” alternative cannot be selected as the environmentally 



superior alternative. 



Both the Reduced Intensity and Off‐site Alternatives would achieve the basic project objectives. 



The Reduced Intensity Alternatives would result in somewhat less severe environmental 



impacts than the proposed project, although it would not avoid or substantially lessen any of 



the significant and unavoidable impacts that were identified for the proposed project. The Off‐



site Alternative at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would more effectively avoid and 



substantially reduce the severity of a number of significant impacts that were identified for the 



proposed project. However, the Off‐site Alternative would also introduce new significant and 



unavoidable adverse impacts that would not occur under the proposed project.  



Therefore, overall, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be considered the environmentally 



superior alternative. However, in addition, please see Chapter 8, Third Street Plaza Variant, 



which describes and analyzes a variation of the proposed project that would substantially 



lessen the wind hazard impact and would reduce the significant and unavoidable with 



mitigation to less than significant. 



Table 7‐26 compares the significant impacts of the three alternatives with those of the proposed 



project. 
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TABLE 7‐26 



COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Land Use  All impacts less than significant  All impacts would be the same as or similar 
to those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same as those of 
the project. 



All impacts would be the same as or similar 
to those of the project. 



Population and 
Housing 



All impacts less than significant  All impacts would be the same as or less 
than those of the project due to reduced 
development. 



All impacts would be the same as or less 
than those of the project due to reduced 
development. 



All impacts would be the same as or similar 
to those of the project. 



Cultural and 
Paleontological 
Resources 



Impact CP‐2: The project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource. 
Identified mitigation would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 



Impact and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to that of the project due to 
similar excavation requirements. 



Impacts and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to that of the project due to 
similar excavation requirements. 



Impact and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to that of the project due to 
similar excavation requirements. 



Impact C‐CP‐1: The projectʹs contribution 
to cumulative impacts on archaeological 
resources could be cumulatively 
considerable. Identified mitigation would 
reduce this impact to less than significant. 



Impact and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to that of the project due to 
similar excavation requirements. 



Impact and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to that of the project due to 
similar excavation requirements. 



Impact and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to that of the project due to 
comparable excavation requirements at 
Seawall Lot 330. 



No impact on historic resources  No impact on historic resources  No impact on historic resources  Potentially significant impact on nearby 
historic resources during construction due 
to groundborne vibration, which could be 
reduced to less than significant with 
feasible mitigation. 



Transportation 
and Circulation 



Impact TR‐2: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple 
intersections that would operate at LOS E or 
LOS F under conditions without a SF Giants 
game at AT&T Park.  



Significant and unavoidable traffic impacts 
at one study intersection, similar to the 
proposed project for the No Event scenario; 
less than significant impacts for event 
scenarios. 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation traffic impacts at one study 
intersection for the No Event scenario, 
similar to the proposed project, but 
intersection would remain at LOS E 
compared to LOS F for the project. 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation traffic impacts same as 
proposed project for event scenarios. 



Similar to the proposed project, traffic 
impacts at multiple intersections in the 
vicinity of Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 
would be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Impact TR‐3: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, traffic impacts at one freeway 
ramp that would operate at LOS E or LOS F 
under conditions without a SF Giants game 
at AT&T Park. 



Traffic impacts at freeway ramps less than 
significant.  



Traffic impacts at freeway ramps 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, similar to proposed project. 



Similar to the proposed project, traffic 
impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of 
Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation 



 











7. Alternatives 



 



OCII Case No. ER 2014‐919‐97  7‐97  Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development 



Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E    at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32 



Administrative Draft, May 15, 2015 Subject to Revision 



TABLE 7‐26 (CONTINUED)



COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Transportation 
and Circulation 
(cont.) 



Impact TR‐5: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, transit impacts on regional 
transit service under conditions without a SF 
Giants game at AT&T Park. 



 



Transit impacts less than significant  Transit impacts on regional service 
providers significant and unavoidable 
with mitigation, similar to the proposed 
project for event scenarios.  



Similar to the proposed project, transit 
impacts on regional transit service would 
be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation for event scenarios. 



Impact TR‐6: Proposed project could result 
in pedestrian impacts under conditions 
without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, but 
identified mitigation would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 



 



Pedestrian impacts less than significant.  Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed 
project. 



Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed 
project 



Impact TR‐9: Project construction could 
temporarily obstruct helipad airspace 
surfaces, and specialized outdoor lighting as 
part of event center operations could affect 
helipad flight operations. Identified 
mitigation would reduce this impact to less 
than significant. 



Impacts related to construction effects on 
helipad airspaces surfaces would be the 
same as or less severe than the proposed 
project, and the same mitigation would 
apply. No impact related to event center 
lighting.  



Impacts related to construction effects on 
helipad airspaces surfaces would be the 
same as or less severe than the proposed 
project, and the same mitigation would 
apply. Impacts related to specialized 
outdoor lighting as part of event center 
operations would be the same as the 
proposed project, and the same mitigation 
measure would apply. 



No helipad safety impacts 



Impact TR‐11: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple 
intersections that would operate at LOS E or 
LOS F under conditions with an overlapping 
SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 



 



No overlapping events, so no impact.  Traffic impacts at multiple intersections 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, similar to proposed project. 



Similar to the proposed project, traffic 
impacts at multiple intersections in the 
vicinity of Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 
would be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Impact TR‐12: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, traffic impacts at 3 freeway ramp 
that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 
conditions with an overlapping SF Giants 
game at AT&T Park. 



 



 



No overlapping events, so no impact.  Traffic impacts at freeway ramps 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, similar to proposed project. 



Similar to the proposed project, traffic 
impacts at freeway ramps in the vicinity of 
Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation 
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TABLE 7‐26 (CONTINUED)



COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Transportation 
and Circulation 
(cont.) 



Impact TR‐13: Proposed project could result 
in significant transit impacts on Muni transit 
service under conditions with an 
overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park, 
but identified mitigation would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 



No overlapping events, so no impact.  Transit impacts on Muni, same as the 
proposed project. 



Transit impacts on Muni less than 
significant. 



Impact TR‐14: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, transit impacts on regional 
transit service under conditions with an 
overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 



 



No overlapping events, so no impact.  Transit impacts on regional service 
providers significant and unavoidable, 
similar to the proposed project. 



Similar to the proposed project, transit 
impacts on regional transit service would 
be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation 



Impact TR‐15: Proposed project could result 
in pedestrian impacts under conditions with 
an overlapping SF Giants game at AT&T 
Park, but identified mitigation would reduce 
this impact to less than significant. 



 



No overlapping events, so no impact.  Pedestrian impacts same as the proposed 
project. 



Pedestrian impacts similar to the proposed 
project. 



Impact TR‐18: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, traffic impacts at multiple 
intersections that would operate at LOS E or 
LOS F under conditions without the Muni 
Special Event Transit Service Plan. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 



Impact would be significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation, same as the 
proposed project. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 



Impact TR‐19: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, traffic impacts at freeway ramps 
that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 
conditions without the Muni Special Event 
Transit Service Plan. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 



Impact would be significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation, same as the 
proposed project. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact.. 



Impact TR‐20: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, transit impacts on Muni transit 
capacity under conditions without the Muni 
Special Event Transit Service Plan. 



 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 



Impact would be significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation, same as the 
proposed project.. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Transportation 
and Circulation 
(cont.) 



Impact TR‐21: Proposed project would result 
in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, transit impacts on regional 
transit capacity under conditions without 
the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 



Impact would be significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation, same as the 
proposed project. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 



Impact TR‐22: Proposed project could result 
in pedestrian impacts under conditions 
without the Muni Special Event Transit 
Service Plan, but identified mitigation would 
reduce this impact to less than significant. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact. 



Impact would be significant and 
unavoidable with mitigation, same as the 
proposed project. 



Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan not 
applicable, so no impact.. 



Impact C‐TR‐2: Proposed project would 
result in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at 
multiple intersections under 2040 
cumulative conditions. 



Significant and unavoidable cumulative 
traffic impact at two intersections. 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation cumulative traffic impact at 
multiple intersections, same as the 
proposed project 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation cumulative traffic impact at 
multiple intersections, similar to the 
proposed project 



Impact C‐TR‐3: Proposed project would 
result in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, cumulative traffic impacts at 
multiple freeway ramps under 2040 
cumulative conditions. 



Cumulative traffic impacts at freeway 
ramps less than significant. 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on 
freeway ramps same as the proposed 
project. 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation cumulative traffic impacts on 
freeway ramps similar to the proposed 
project. 



Impact C‐TR‐4: Proposed project could 
result in significant transit impacts on Muni 
service under 2040 cumulative conditions, 
but identified mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. 



Cumulative transit impacts less than 
significant. 



Cumulative transit impacts on Muni 
service same as the proposed project. 



Cumulative transit impacts on Muni less 
than significant 



Impact C‐TR‐5: Proposed project would 
result in significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, cumulative transit impacts on 
regional transit capacity under 2040 
cumulative conditions. 



Cumulative transit impacts less than 
significant 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation cumulative transit impacts on 
regional providers same as the proposed 
project. 



Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation cumulative transit impacts on 
regional providers similar to the proposed 
project. 



Impact C‐TR‐6: Proposed project could 
result in significant pedestrian impacts 
under 2040 cumulative conditions, but 
identified mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. 



 



Cumulative pedestrian impacts less than 
significant. 



Cumulative pedestrian impacts same as the 
proposed project. 



Cumulative pedestrian impacts similar to 
the proposed project. 
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Noise and 
Vibration 



Construction noise impacts less than 
significant. 



Construction noise impacts less than 
significant. 



Construction noise impacts less than 
significant. 



Construction noise would be a substantial 
increase over ambient levels and would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation 



Construction vibration impacts less than 
significant. 



Construction vibration impacts less than 
significant. 



Construction vibration impacts less than 
significant. 



Construction groundborne vibration would 
exceed threshold for human annoyance and 
would be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation 



Impact NO‐4: Project operations could 
include use of amplified sound equipment 
in outdoor areas that could result in noise 
levels violating the noise ordinance, and 
there is the potential for leakage of interior 
concert/event noise to affect sensitive land 
uses. Identified mitigation would reduce 
this impact to less than significant. 



 



No impacts related to amplified sound 
equipment, and no mitigation required. 



Impacts and mitigations would be the same 
as those of the project. 



Impacts and mitigations would be the same 
as or similar to those of the project. 



No residential uses, so no impact.  No residential uses, so no impact.  No residential uses, so no impact.  Potential impact to expose new sensitive 
uses to unacceptable noise levels, but 
feasible measures would reduce this impact 
to less than significant. 



Impact NO‐5: Noise levels from increased 
traffic on local roadways would be 
significant and unavoidable at Illinois St 
under weekday late evenings and Saturday 
evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under 
on weekday late evenings, even with 
implementation of transportation 
mitigation measures to reduce traffic. 



Increased roadway noise levels in the project 
vicinity would be less than significant under 
all modeled scenarios. 



Impact of traffic noise would be significant 
and unavoidable with mitigation, similar to 
the proposed project, at Illinois St under 
weekday late evenings and Saturday 
evenings and on Terry Francois Blvd under 
on weekday late evenings, though the 
increases would be slightly less than the 
project but still exceed significance 
thresholds. 



Roadway noise levels would be less than 
significant. 



Impact NO‐5: Increased noise levels due to 
crowd noise at the Muni T‐Line platform in 
the nighttime when event patrons are 
departing would be a significant and 
unavoidable impact on nearby residential 
uses. 



No impact related to crowd noise  Significant and unavoidable impact related 
to crowd noise would be the same as for the 
proposed project 



Significant and unavoidable impact related 
to crowd noise would be the same as or 
similar to those of the proposed project 
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Noise and 
Vibration (cont.) 



Impact C‐NO‐1: The projectʹs contribution 
to cumulative impacts on construction 
noise could be cumulatively considerable. 
Identified mitigation would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 



Cumulative construction noise impacts 
would be similar to those of the project. 
Identified mitigation would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 



Cumulative construction noise impacts 
would be the same as those of the project. 
Identified mitigation would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 



Cumulative construction noise would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, assuming there would be 
concurrent construction activities in the site 
vicinity 



Impact C‐NO‐2: The projectʹs contribution 
to cumulative impacts on traffic noise 
levels would significant and unavoidable 
at Illinois St during weekday peak hour 
and Saturday evenings and at Mariposa 
during Saturday evenings, even with 
implementation of transportation 
mitigation measures to reduce traffic. 



Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be 
less than significant on local roadways 
under all modeled scenarios. 



Cumulative impact of traffic noise would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, at Illinois St during Saturday 
evenings, similar to the proposed project, 
but unlike the project, the cumulative noise 
impact at this location on weekday peak 
hours would be less than significant. 



Contribution to cumulative roadway noise 
levels would be less than significant. 
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TABLE 7‐26 (CONTINUED)



COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Air Quality  Impact AQ‐1: Construction emissions of 
ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD 
thresholds, and impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, even with implementation of 
an emission offset mitigation measure. 



Construction emissions would be less than 
significant. 



Construction emissions would be similar to 
that of the project, assuming comparable 
construction scenario, and would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Construction emissions would be similar to 
that of the project, and would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Impact AQ‐2: Operational emissions of 
ROG and NOx would exceed BAAQMD 
thresholds and impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, even with implementation of 
an emission offset mitigation measure. 



 



Operational emissions would be less than 
significant 



Operational emissions would be similar to 
that of the project, and would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Operational emissions would be similar to 
that of the project, and would be 
significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Impact AQ‐3: Construction and operation 
would generate toxic air contaminants that 
could exceed significance thresholds for 
cancer risk, but identified mitigation would 
reduce the risk to less than significant. 



Impacts related to toxic air contaminants 
would be less than significant and no 
mitigation required. 



Impacts related to cancer risk of toxic air 
contaminants would be the same as that 
identified for the proposed project and the 
same mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 



 Significant construction‐related 
impact from PM2.5 emissions could be 
reduced to less than significant with 
feasible measures 



 Significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation construction‐related 
impact from increased cancer risk 
contributions at off‐site receptors. 



  



No residential uses, and not located in an 
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact. 



No residential uses, and not located in an 
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact. 



No residential uses, and not located in an 
Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, so no impact. 



New receptors would be located in an Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone, but impact would 
be reduced to less than significant with 
feasible mitigation measures. 



 



Impact AQ‐4: The project with 
implementation of identified air quality 
mitigation measures would be consistent 
with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, and this 
impact is less than significant with 
mitigation. 



 



 



Impacts related to consistency with the 
Clean Air Plan would be less than 
significant and no mitigation required. 



Impacts related to consistency with the 
Clean Air Plan would be the same as that 
identified for the proposed project and the 
same mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 



Impacts related to consistency with the 
Clean Air Plan would be the same as that 
identified for the proposed project and the 
same mitigation measures would reduce 
impacts to less than significant. 
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Air Quality 
(cont.) 



Impact C‐AQ‐1: The projectʹs contribution 
to cumulative construction and operational 
ROG and NOx emissions could be 
cumulatively considerable, and impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation, even with implementation of 
and emission offset mitigation measure. 



Cumulative air quality impacts would be 
less than significant. 



Cumulative air quality impacts would be 
the same as that identified for the proposed 
project and the same mitigation measures 
apply, and the impact would be significant 
and unavoidable with mitigation. 



Cumulative air quality impacts would be 
similar to that identified for the proposed 
project and the same mitigation measures 
apply, and the impact would be significant 
and unavoidable with mitigation. 



Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions 



Impact is less than significant  Impact would be the same as or less than 
that of the project. 



Impact would be the same as or less than 
that of the project. 



Impact would be similar to that of the 
project. 



Wind and Shadow  Impact WS‐1: The project would result in a 
net increase in the total duration of wind 
hazard exceedances at off‐site public 
walkways. Due to the uncertainty of the 
effectiveness of the identified mitigation 
measure, this impact would be significant 
and unavoidable, with mitigation. 



Wind hazard impacts could be the same as 
or less than that of the project, but in the 
absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific 
change in wind conditions cannot be 
quantified. 



Wind hazard impacts could be the same as 
or less than that of the project, but in the 
absence of wind tunnel testing, the specific 
change in wind conditions cannot be 
quantified. 



Wind hazard impacts would be less than 
significant 



Recreation  All impacts less than significant   All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



Utilities and 
Service Systems 



Impact UT‐5: The project in combination 
with past, present, and foreseeable future 
projects would require improvements to 
one and possibly two wastewater pump 
stations, the construction of which could 
have significant environmental effect. This 
impact is significant and unavoidable, with 
no mitigation available at this time. 



 



Impacts related to wastewater treatment 
capacity would be the same as the 
proposed project, and would be significant 
and unavoidable. 



Impacts related to wastewater treatment 
capacity would be the same as the 
proposed project, and would be significant 
and unavoidable. 



Impact would be less than significant, no 
mitigation required 



Impact UT‐7: The SFPUC has determined 
that it has inadequate capacity to serve the 
projectʹs wastewater demand in addition to 
its existing commitments. This impact is 
significant and unavoidable, even with 
mitigation by the project sponsor to 
contribute their fair share to the 
construction of capacity improvements. 



 



Impacts related to wastewater demand 
would be similar to the proposed project, 
though wastewater demand would be 
somewhat reduced, but the impact would 
still be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Impacts related to wastewater demand 
would be similar to the proposed project, 
though wastewater demand would be 
somewhat reduced, but the impact would 
still be significant and unavoidable with 
mitigation. 



Impact would be less than significant, no 
mitigation required 
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Public Services  All impacts less than significant  All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



Biological 
Resources 



Impact BI‐4: Project construction could 
affect breeding birds, and project 
operations could adversely affect birds due 
to increased risk of collisions with 
buildings. Identified mitigation would 
reduce this impact to less than significant. 



Impacts and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to those of the project due to 
similar construction effects and similar 
maximum heights of structures. 



Impacts and mitigation would be the same 
or very similar to those of the project due to 
similar construction effects and similar 
maximum heights of structures. 



Same impact and mitigation with respect to 
breeding birds; no impact with respect to 
avian collisions with buildings 



No impacts on marine biological resources  No impacts on marine biological resources  No impacts on marine biological resources   Significant and unavoidable impact 
on special‐status fish and marine 
mammals due to construction noise 



 Construction impacts on critical fish 
habitat and on migratory corridors for 
marine wildlife could be reduced to 
less than significant with feasible 
mitigation measures 



 Construction and operational impacts 
on marine biological resources due to 
trash and littering could be reduced to 
less than significant with feasible 
mitigation measures 



Geology and Soils  All impacts less than significant  All impacts would be the same as or similar 
to those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same as or similar 
to those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same as or similar 
to those of the project. 



Hydrology and 
Water Quality 



Impact HY‐6: Impacts related to dry and wet 
weather flows and combined sewer 
discharges would be less than significant, 
but effluent discharges from the SEWPCP 
could be affected due to unknown nature of 
future business and research uses. Identified 
mitigation from the Mission Bay FSEIR 
would reduce this impact to less than 
significant. 



 



Impact would be same as the proposed 
project.  



Impact would be same as the proposed 
project.  



No impact, because future uses would 
generate typical municipal wastewater 



No impact because no in‐water construction  No impact because no in‐water construction  No impact because no in‐water construction  Construction impacts on water quality of the 
Bay due to in‐water construction activities 
could be reduced to less than significant 
with feasible mitigation measures 
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COMPARISON OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROJECT TO IMPACTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES 



Environmental 
Resource  Proposed Project 



Alternative A:  
No Project  



Alternative B:  
Reduced Intensity 



Alternative C:  
Off‐site at Piers 30‐32 and Seawall Lot 330 



Hydrology and 
Water Quality 
(cont.) 



Littering impact determined to be less than 
significant with implementation of required 
trash control and management programs. 



Same as proposed project  Same as proposed project  Potential water quality impact associated 
with littering due to proximity to the Bay 
could be reduced to less than significant 
with feasible mitigation measures 



Hazards and 
Hazardous 
Materials 



Impact HZ‐1: Project operations could 
include uses that handle biohazardous 
materials, which could have health and 
safety impacts; project construction could 
encounter naturally occurring asbestos. 
Identified mitigation would reduce this 
impact to less than significant. 



Impacts would be same as or similar to those 
of the proposed project. 



Impacts would be same as or similar to those 
of the proposed project. 



No impact related to use of biohazardous 
materials.  



Impact HZ‐2: Project operations could 
include child‐care centers that could expose 
a sensitive population to hazardous 
materials. Identified mitigation would 
reduce this impact to less than significant. 



Impact would be same as or similar to those 
of the proposed project. 



Impacts would be same as or similar to those 
of the proposed project. 



Impact would be less than significant, no 
mitigation required 



Mineral and 
Energy Resources 



All impacts less than significant  All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



All impacts would be the same or similar to 
those of the project. 



Agriculture and 
Forest Resources 



No impacts  No impacts, same as the project.  No impacts, same as the project.  No impacts, same as the project 
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7.5 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 



In developing the proposed project, the project sponsor considered multiple alternative locations as well 



as alternative concepts/designs at the project site. The OCII, as CEQA lead agency, and with the 



assistance of the Planning Department, reviewed these alternative concepts and locations as potential 



strategies for reducing or avoiding the significant adverse impacts that were identified for the proposed 



project. In some cases, the alternative concepts were incorporated into the Reduced Intensity Alternative 



analyzed in this chapter as Alternative B or into a mitigation measure recommended for the proposed 



project. However, in other cases, alternative concepts or locations were determined to either be infeasible 



or to result in the same or more severe environmental impacts than those of the project. The alternatives 



considered and reasons OCII has rejected them from further analysis are described below.  



7.5.1 Alternative Identified During Scoping  



During the scoping process for the SEIR, one individual raised a concern regarding the need to consider 



alternatives to the proposed project as summarized in Chapter 2, Table 2‐1. This suggestion is for a modified 



site plan at Blocks 29‐32 that would incorporate design changes to reduce traffic and circulation impacts. 



This suggestion has been incorporated into the project design for the proposed project, as discussed and 



analyzed in Chapter 5, Section 5.2, Transportation and Circulation. In addition, as described in Chapter 2, 



Introduction, public scoping was conducted on a previous proposal by the project sponsor to construct an 



event center at Piers 30‐32 in San Francisco (described in Section 7.5.2.1, below), and comments from  that 



scoping process regarding alternatives were also considered for the currently proposed project. 



7.5.2 Alternatives Considered but Rejected 



The project sponsor has explored numerous alternative locations for developing an event center and 



mixed‐use development in San Francisco. Two options for which the project sponsor has developed 



preliminary conceptual plans are discussed below in some detail, including the reasons for their rejection. 



These options, all at alternate locations in San Francisco, are: (1) Seawall Lot 337; and (2) Former Potrero 



Power Plant Site. 



Other alternative sites in San Francisco that were considered and rejected are described in Table 7‐27. 



Many of these options were raised by the public and agencies during scoping for the previous proposal to 



construct the event center at Piers 30‐32. However, the OCII, as the CEQA lead agency, has considered 



these options as potentially applicable as alternatives to the proposed project at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32, 



and OCIIʹs reasons for considering and rejecting these options are presented in Table 7‐27. 
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TABLE 7‐27 



ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 



Alternative Concept  Location/Description  Reason for Rejection 



Pier 50  Pier 50 is located south of China Basin. The 
20‐acre site on the Bay has four existing 
shed structures. Current uses include 
harbor services, deep draft vessel berthing, 
and the Portʹs maintenance facility.  



This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a 
public trust easement. Construction of an event center 
at Pier 50 would require seismic and structural 
upgrades to the pier, which would result in significant 
in‐water construction impacts on water quality and 
biological resources. Site suitability is unknown. 



Pier 80 or India Basin 
Area 



Pier 80 is located on the north side of Islais 
Creek Channel at the terminus of Cesar 
Chavez Street and adjoins the City’s 
Potrero Hill/Dogpatch and Bayview‐
Hunters Point neighborhoods. Pier 80 is a 
69‐acre facility and one of the Port of San 
Francisco’s primary cargo terminals, 
operated by Metropolitan Stevedore 
Company (Metro Ports).  



This site is under Port jurisdiction and is subject to a 
public trust easement. Construction of an event 
center at Pier 80 would displace maritime‐
dependent cargo handling and industrial uses that 
are not available or feasible elsewhere in San 
Francisco. The San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Plan 
designates Piers 80 for Port Priority Use, and calls 
for it to be retained to support cargo operations. In 
addition, the event center would require seismic and 
structural upgrades to the pier, which would result 
in significant in‐water construction impacts on water 
quality and biological resources.  



Candlestick Point and 
Hunters Point Shipyard 



Candlestick Point and Hunters Point 
Shipyard covers approximately 702 acres 
along the southeastern waterfront of San 
Francisco, consisting of 281 acres at 
Candlestick Point (Candlestick) and 421 
acres at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS 
Phase II). Both areas are under the 
jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of 
Community Investment and Infrastructure 
(ʺOCIIʺ), successor agency to the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 



Candlestick Point and the Hunters Point Shipyard 
are approved for redevelopment of both areas with a 
major mixed‐use project including open space, 
housing, commercial (office, regional retail, and 
neighborhood retail) uses, research and 
development, artist space, a marina, new 
infrastructure, community uses, and entertainment 
venues.  



Schlage Lock site  About 20‐acre now‐vacant former 
industrial site wedged between the 
residential neighborhoods of Visitacion 
Valley and Little Hollywood along the 
Cityʹs southern border; former site of 
Schlage Lock factory that closed in 1999; 
considered a brownfield site with 
contaminated soil and groundwater 
identified at the site, but with an approved 
Remedial Action Plan; potentially a historic 
site with historic resources. 



The site is within the Visitacion Valley 
Redevelopment project area and is programmed for 
mixed‐use development, including approximately 
1,250 residential units. The project sponsor would 
not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or 
otherwise have access to the Visitacion Valley site 
for the purpose of pursuing such alternative 
location. 



Bill Graham Civic 
Auditorium 



Existing multi‐purpose arena located in the 
Civic Center area, holds 6,000 people, 
former home of the Golden State Warriors 
from 1964 to 1966  



The size of this site is not adequate to accommodate 
the event center and would fail to meet most of the 
project objectives. 



The Presidio  The Presidio is a park and former military 
base on the northern tip of the San 
Francisco Peninsula in San Francisco, and 
is part of the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area.  



Even if a site were available and desirable for an 
event center, development at the Presidio would 
require approval by the National Park Service. 
Furthermore, the area is less well served by transit 
and due to the extent of undisturbed land at the 
Presidio, a greater potential for impacts on biological 
resources. The site would also fail to meet most of 
the project objectives.  
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TABLE 7‐27 (Continued) 



ADDITIONAL ALTERNATIVE LOCATIONS CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED 



Alternative Concept  Location/Description  Reason for Rejection 



Cow Palace  Existing multi‐purpose venue located in 
Daly City, just south of the City border and 
Visitacion Valley. Built in 1941 which 
currently houses the rodeo, circus, boat 
show, and dog show 



Development at a location outside the City would 
fail to meet any of the project objectives. The Cow 
Palace site is within the City of Daly City’s 
jurisdiction. The project sponsor would not 
reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise 
have access to the Cow Palace site for the purpose of 
pursuing such alternative location.  



On top of the new 
Transbay Terminal 



Downtown San Francisco  The technical feasibility of this concept is doubtful, 
given that this concept is not part of the design and 
approval of the Transbay Terminal. Even if the 
development of an event center on top of another 
structure were to be technically feasible, the project 
sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, 
control, or otherwise have access to this site for the 
purpose of pursuing such alternative location. 



Land beneath the 
northern section of 
Highway 280 should it be 
demolished (King Street 
Caltrain yard and 
railroad right‐of‐way 
north of the Mariposa 
exit) 



The Planning Department received 
funding from the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority to produce a 
technical study of development on the 
4th/King railyards, including explorations 
of the potential physical and economic 
feasibility for such development as well as 
revenue potential to help fund rail 
infrastructure such as the Caltrain 
Extension to downtown. 



This study, which was initiated in mid‐
2010 and completed at the end of 2012 was 
intended to be a launching point to inform 
future detailed analysis that can take place 
once the ultimate configuration of the 
railyards is more certain. Caltrain is 
currently engaged in planning for 
electrification of its service and both 
Caltrain and the California High Speed 
Rail Authority are engaged in planning for 
the implementation of a blended rail 
service on the Peninsula and into San 
Francisco. As such, this development study 
was a high‐level initial technical analysis 
based on information published and 
known to date about the future 
configuration of the approximately 19‐acre 
railyards. 



This site is currently unavailable. Furthermore, the 
project sponsor would not reasonably be able to 
acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site 
for the purpose of pursuing such alternative 
location. 
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7.5.2.1 Event Center at Seawall Lot 337 



The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking 



facilities at Seawall Lot 337, located about one third mile north of Blocks 30‐32 adjacent to the 



northeast side of the Mission Bay South Plan area but outside of the Plan boundary. The general 



location of an event center was sited at the northeast corner of Third Street and the extension of 



Channel Street, and separate parking facilities located at the southeast corner of this intersection. 



Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30‐32.  



This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and 



parking required to serve the event center, which together would occupy only a portion of the 16‐



acre Seawall Lot 337. The remainder of Seawall Lot 337 would be available for development of 



adjacent uses—such as retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a 



different applicant. It was assumed that a parking structure would have been constructed (of which 



a portion would be dedicated for the event center), in part to compensate for the loss of the existing 



2,300 surface parking spaces from future development at Seawall Lot 337. The conceptual design 



envisioned an approximately one million square foot parking structure.  



Although this site could meet many of the basic project objectives, this option was rejected in large 



part because the project sponsor would not reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise 



have access to the proposed location at Seawall 337 for construction of an event center. The Seawall 



Lot 337 LLC, an affiliate of the San Francisco Giants, is currently collecting signatures to qualify 



for a ballot measure for the November 2015 election to approve height increases for a proposed 



development at Seawall Lot 337. As described in Chapter 5, Section 5.1, Impact Overview, the 



entire Seawall Lot 337 site, along with Pier 48, is currently proposed for a mixed‐use project—



Mission Rock—by a different project sponsor. 



7.5.2.2 Event Center at Former Potrero Power Plant Site  



The project sponsor developed a conceptual site plan to construct an event center and parking 



facilities at the former Potrero Power Plant site, located between 22nd and 23rd Streets, along 



Illinois Street, about 200 feet from the Bay shoreline. A four‐story parking garage would have been 



located with the entrance on 22nd Street and would accommodate parking for about 2,300 vehicles. 



Under this option, the event center uses were essentially the same as those proposed at Piers 30‐32, 



although it would not include Golden State Warriors management offices and practice court areas, 



reducing the gross square footage. The parking structure would have been four levels plus a 



loading dock. 



This option assumed that the project sponsor would have developed only the event center and 



parking structure, and occupy only a portion of the 13‐acre site. The remainder of the former 



Potrero Power Plant site would have been available for development of adjacent uses—such as 



retail, restaurant, office, residential, commercial, or hotel uses—by a different project sponsor.  



This site contains many built features of the former power generation facilities and is directly 



adjacent to former power plant structures and facilities that are expected to be removed as part of 
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site remediation activities. It is part of a 34‐acre site that is currently undergoing various stages of 



environmental investigation and remediation by the RWQCB due to its long history of industrial 



uses since the mid‐1800s.  



This option was rejected for numerous reasons, including its remote location, the adjacent industrial 



uses, and distance from public transit, all of which would be contrary to the project sponsor’s 



objectives. In addition, there were concerns regarding site suitability and feasibility of project 



construction because of the ongoing hazardous materials remediation activities. It is unknown if the 



project sponsor would reasonably be able to acquire, control, or otherwise have access to this site. 













From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:56:28 PM
Importance: High


Clarke/Kate:
 
Understand you are busy, but we are following up with you regarding the mitigation measures. 
Chris Stiles just responded regarding No. 1, below, but we also need the sponsor’s recommended
approach regarding the No. 2, Event Center Lighting Plan as soon as possible.
 
Can you please provide a status of when this will be provided?  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
 
 


From: Joyce 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
 
To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing revised
wording for two mitigation measures:


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies to
air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies to
helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22, 2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com





Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC);


Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:41:05 PM


I’ll be adding my additional comments on top of the version Kate just distributed. I’ll be sending out
before 6pm (can’t miss tip-off!).
Clarke
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:19 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Adam VandeWater
Subject: Re: Transportation Section Comments
 
Thank you.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On May 19, 2015, at 4:57 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:


Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke may submit
additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; Joyce Hsiao; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: EP GSW Transportation Section Comments
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 5:18:48 PM


Thanks.  We will look at these, and let you know if we have any questions.


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


On May 18, 2015, at 5:08 PM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org> 
wrote:


Only a few minor comments/track changes. Comments include ERO comments.
<5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB 
ADSEIR2_050715+bb+ERO.docx>
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From: Clarke Miller
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC);


Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:52:45 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_RMMComment+GSWComment +


StradaComment.docx


Final sponsor comments attached.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:41 PM
To: 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (OCII);
Adam VandeWater
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
 
I’ll be adding my additional comments on top of the version Kate just distributed. I’ll be sending out
before 6pm (can’t miss tip-off!).
Clarke
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:19 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Adam VandeWater
Subject: Re: Transportation Section Comments
 
Thank you.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 
 


 
On May 19, 2015, at 4:57 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:
 


Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke may submit
additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:NSekhri@gibsondunn.com

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:DKelly@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:[mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com]

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com



Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This passage uses jargon that may not be accessible to the general public.  Add explanatory footnote?


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay area. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 	Comment by Whit Manley: What is a “cycle track” and how does that differ from a bicycle lane?


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is an east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: Has the City approved the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, or is it still a proposal? [4: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:	Comment by Whit Manley: How were the 21 study intersections selected?  Note that the MB EIR studied 41 intersections.  If this is explained in Appendix TR, drop a footnote with a cross-reference.  Confirm that study-area intersections were selected in a manner consistent with the City’s traffic study guidelines.


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 	Comment by Whit Manley: The tables refer to the p.m. peak s 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.	Comment by Whit Manley: I assume the amount of traffic assigned to this extension was based on the traffic study performed in the MB EIR.  Correct?


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. These counts were performed in order to confirm that the traffic studies accurately predicted traffic volumes and patterns associated with these newly opened facilities.  The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.  Once the Owens Street extension is opened, some of the traffic accessing the facility will shift from Fourth Street to the extension.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that adopted by the Citywere included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.	Comment by Whit Manley: Ambiguous.  Were these implemented?  Are they being implemented?


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-1	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-10	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-11	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours
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			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.	Comment by Whit Manley: Text refers to p.m. peak hour as from 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  I believe 4 to 6 is right.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.	Comment by Whit Manley: When were counts obtained?  If same as for other counts, drop footnote – want to make clear counts are relatively recent.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per the redline (my question, Luba’s reply): The group should briefly discuss why, since our last work session, the 8th/Harrison St. ramp has not been added to freeway ramp discussion. Luba notes it was evaluated and rejected because it would “not necessarily reduce the impact at the Fifth Street ramp”; isn’t it still worth summarizing that fact in the document and demonstrating that we checked the option? 


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this with or without the signal currently being installed at this on-ramp?


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 -hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider providing footnote describing current status of Muni Forward project.  When do we anticipate a decision being made?


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.	Comment by Whit Manley: Alternative to what?  


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor.	Comment by Whit Manley: The definition in this footnote refers to “transit volumes.”  I assume this reference is to transportation volumes generally, rather than to public transit volumes.  True?  Please clarify. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour; this focus is appropriate because . . . . [transit volumes are heaviest during the p.m. peak hour?]. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. [footnoteRef:10] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.	Comment by Whit Manley: It’s not clear elsewhere whether the 22 Fillmore TPP has been approved.  The text here, however, appears to assume that it has been approved.  If not approved, explain why it is appropriate to assume that it will be implemented by 2020.	Comment by Whit Manley: This footnote is designed to satisfy the requirements of the Neighbors for Smart Rail decision with respect to the use of a “future baseline.”  Should be reviewed carefully to confirm accuracy. [10:  	Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within in which the proposed project will become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year.  Focusing on the transit system as it currently exists would be misleading, since these transit improvements are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the project becomes operational.  ] 



Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this also used as a “significance threshold” for purposes of determining whether transit impacts will occur?  Is this guidance formally adopted by Muni?  If so, drop footnote citing to guidance.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:11] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [11: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:12]  [12: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).	Comment by Whit Manley: Drop footnote explaining how “parking study area” was determined – e.g., the distance that people will walk to attend function at project.


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:13] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [13: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and. uUp to 12 post-season games are possible, generally in October. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:14] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:15] [14: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [15: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,5400 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross; in this fashion, pedestrians are prevented from shutting , and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow, and from obstructing  and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:16]  [16: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:17] [17: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda,  and Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. 


· In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or following a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:19] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [19: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: The text notes above that pedestrians often spill into traffic lanes while crossing Lefty O’Doul Bridge.  Travel lanes on the bridge are restricted in order to accommodate the volume of pedestrians.  Worth noting here in a footnote?  E.g., “Heavier pedestrian volumes before or after a game are located further north along Third Street, outside the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.”


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increases from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this based on actual observations or on modeling? 	Comment by Whit Manley: “would increase” suggests this is based on modeling, rather than on actual data.


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:20] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels; 	Comment by Whit Manley: At times, the analysis appears to use a “5%” rule for traffic added to an intersection that is already at LOS E or F.  Is this the threshold that is used?  If so, cite a source (e.g. SF Traffic Guidelines) for  the use of this threshold, if one exists. [20: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.	Comment by Whit Manley: The Sacramento Kings arena included an analysis of traffic impacts during construction.  Query whether such an analysis ought to be included, given the length of time required for construction; such an analysis could be included in an appendix.  For the Kings arena, mitigation consisted of preparing and implementing a Construction Traffic Management Plan to reduce conflicts.  Here, such a plan is included as an Improvement Measure.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:21] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [21:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection. This intersection , and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled. This intersection, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:22] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [22: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:23] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [23: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback?


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:24] would be installed at the following intersections: [24: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:25] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [25: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:26] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [26: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.	Comment by Whit Manley: Attached as an appendix?  Available for review at the Planning Department?


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station, Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building, and Van Ness Avenue


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:27] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [27: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:	Comment by Clarke Miller: Confusing, concerts are being compared to concerts?


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Not in GSW’s TMP. Need to clarify responsibility for implementing if not part of TMP/project description. 


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Breakdown of GSW/event center employees vs. on-site tenants is still not consistent with the language GSW provided and the policies contained therein with which we can comply. Please review (4/29 transmittal to the City, aligned with edits below): https://www.dropbox.com/s/4qd4iz6hqbkfxbk/2015.04.29_Transportation_Demand_Management_Modified_List_GSWResponse_V6.docx?dl=0 


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for Project Sponsor and/or all on-site employees:





Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:28] [28: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for Golden State Warriors employees: 


Policy/Operations


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) (valet bike operations are during events only)


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:29][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [29: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining: 


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 	Comment by Whit Manley: These performance standards are part of the TMP, and therefore they are proposed by the applicant itself, rather than by the agency.  It would be helpful to understand where these performance standards came from – whether they are based on data indicating what reasonably can be achieved via a TMP in this sort of a setting, or whether they are based on a “target” that needs to be achieved to avoid transportation impacts.  What happens if performance standard is not achieved?  Will additional TMP measures be implemented until performance standard is achieved?  Need to make sure performance standard is feasible and enforceable.


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:30] following an event, if desired. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Would like the group’s verification that my language in the footnote below (new for ADSEIR2) does not contradict other assumptions about departure patterns.  [30: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 	Comment by Current User: Aside from pricing, what other mechanisms are available?


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 	Comment by Current User: Such campaigns already appear to be part of the TMP.  Consider revising to state “Expand media campaigns . . .”


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Already included above re: exploring the $4.50 Clipper card bundling. 


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines issued by the Planning Department in 2002 (SF Guidelines 2002), which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:31] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [31: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario also represents the most severe possible conditions for a sold out evening concert of the same approximate attendance level. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.	Comment by Current User: Any analysis of freeway mainlines? Likely to get comments.  Consultations with Caltrans re: scope of analysis of Caltrans facilities?


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site); this time frame coincides with the end of the normal work day for those working at the site. 	Comment by Current User: Is this when peak transit utilization occurs?


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling away from the event center following evening games or concerts.


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.  (As explained below, both of these projects are approved and funded and are scheduled to become operational in the near future.)  For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of standing passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:32]  [32: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:33] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [33: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:34] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [34: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.	Comment by Current User: Five seems too low.  Couldn’t the Warriors play up to 16 home games during the playoffs, at least in theory?  If so, Giants home games would overlap with more than five.  Consider dropping footnote explaining how this number was calculated.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendeses) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts) annually. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:35] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [35: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors. The adjustments are described in the report at Appendix TR.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:36] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [36: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.	Comment by Current User: Explain.  Is this because the new arena will be located in an urban setting that might encourage people to come to games earlier than they might at Oracle, given its more isolated setting?


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:37] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [37: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use. , and because it is expected that sSome of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area on non-event days). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.














OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-88	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:38] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park.	Comment by Current User: In other words, parking near the event center is both closer to, and more prominent than, the parking facilities close to AT&T Park?  I.e., relatively closer and easier to find. [38: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is currently constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edit presumes this is referring to the Central Subway	Comment by Current User: Is the south end of the line located nearby?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Use of word “subway” is confusing. Do you just mean light rail tracks?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Currently motor coaches, though 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) was developed that wouldto operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would thereby provide providing additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus lines was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor (explanatory parenthetical here?) and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility ofpotential for some buses to turn around at the end of their trip and return to the event center to pick up additional passengers.


As a result of this balancing ofcombination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the TSP, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was thewas then incorporated into assumed to be part of  the proposed project as an intrinsic element of its design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan – that is, without the incorporation of this design feature – are included at the end of this section.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is the only sentence of the new description that confuses me (generally, extremely helpful addition). What further refinement occurred and why? 


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball game would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On a weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Could clarify that “conservative” here = widely distributed. Then in turn need to explain why  it’s more conservative to assume cars are all over the neighborhood (wouldn’t that “dilute” some of the traffic at certain intersections…?). 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:39] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:40] [39: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [40: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would also be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and by time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by place of origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by place of origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The first phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third) opened in 2007.  The second phase of the T Third is tThe Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction of the Central Subway Project is currently underway.  T, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 	Comment by Current User: If EIR is going to note the proposal to reconfigure Caltrain and I-280, then this would be a logical place to insert a paragraph.  The text would characterize the proposal as preliminary and speculative, but acknowledge that the proposal has been made.


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includesd additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.	Comment by Current User: It’s not entirely clear what this means – consider elaborating.  Does it mean that weekend traffic is scaled up by the same percentage as weekday traffic?


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: Query whether this conclusion should be changed to significant but can be avoided with mitigation, with the mitigation being the requirement to prepare and implement a construction traffic management plan requiring ongoing monitoring and coordination to deal with traffic impacts if/when they arise.  This approach would be consistent with the approach reflected in the UCSF LRDP EIR.

Note the text contains a description of the sort of coordination and planning that will happen as a matter of course.  Some of this text could get incorporated into a mitigation measure, since it resembles the sort of information that goes into a construction traffic mitigation plan.  I.e., the “improvement measure” listed below would be changed to a “mitigation measure.”  If this approach is taken, (1) the City would have less discretion to reject this measure, and (2) if adopted, the measure would be easier to track and enforce, and the City would have less discretion to delete it in the future.  At the same time, we would take away the argument that the commitment to address construction traffic is illusory. 

In looking at the schedule, the period with peak impacts would appear to be excavation, which will last three months, and run an average of 75 trucks per day.    This is the highest volume of construction traffic, and it will last for several months.  Note that the Caltrans letter asked for an analysis of impacts associated with this activity on Caltrans facilities.


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:41] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduceavoid any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [41: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:42]  [42: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Assuming this is true, the text should note that these routes are appropriate for trucks transporting excavated soils from the site.  Is there any indication of where the excavated soil may go?  E.g.:  “As noted above, construction of the event center includes excavation of soil from the site.  The routes described below are appropriate for use by trucks hauling excavated soil.  The sites where the soil will be deposited have not been determined.  Potential sites include  . . . . .  Deposit sites will be subject to review and approval by SFMTA as part of the permit process.”


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Only 16th St. is actually adjacent to blocks 33/34 – odd list of streets to cite? Campus doesn’t matter as much as project site. 


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, it may be worth considering identifying this impact as potential significant, but avoidable via mitigation – e.g., the same approach as the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project areavicinity, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers). 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for ensuring that themonitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:43] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: This analysis is likely to draw comment.  Is there a way we can describe the criterion used to determine whether the amount of traffic added to a failing intersection is cumulatively considerable?  Or is it a matter of professional judgment?  Recurring issue in the analysis that follows. [43: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum parking demand. This level of parking demand , and therefore can be accommodated at the project site. In other words, the p.m. peak hour coincides with a period when the on-site parking garage can accommodate all of the parking demand generated by the project under this scenario.  For this reason, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits designed to make the discussion a little more accessible.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paidpre-issued on-site parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Would this be more accurate in light of the fact that not all the passes would be pre-paid?  Elsewhere, the text states some passes will be issued to “VIPs”.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F.  These changes are , and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area [route?] after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead choose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth/ Channel (PCO location) would worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider drafting a technical memorandum addressing each of the seven intersections.  Is it feasible to acquire the right-of-way necessary to expand the intersection?  Are there other constraints (e.g. limited freeway capacity) that would make it futile to expand the intersection?  This level of detail does not need to be in the EIR, but it would be helpful to have a discussion of each intersection in the record.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edits below align write-up with GSW-submitted language from 4/23 (most recent): 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/bramx1abfjx2wps/2015.04.23_Trans%20new%20mit%20measures_DRAFT_GSWComment-V4-Clean.doc?dl=0 

Please modify accordingly. 


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:44] These strategies could include the following: [44: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreementscooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:45] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [45: 	] 



· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to use commercially reasonable efforts to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection withfollowing signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to provide Transit Far Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49E.47 through E.50 were adopted developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Not all of the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures were adopted. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – should provide some explanation why contribution to these ramps is not cumulatively considerable.  Identify criteria used to determine whether contribution is cumulatively considerable, and then apply to data.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.  


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the I-80 westbound freeway ramp impact at Fifth/Harrison s because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations at this ramp would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations at Fifth/Harrison would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, should indicate in memorandum to the file whether acquisition of ROW is feasible in this location

Text refers to ramps generally, and not just the ramp at Fifth/Harrison.  The analysis, however, indicates that there are no other significant impacts to ramps; the other impacts are not cumulatively considerable, so the duty to mitigate (and the feasibility of mitigation) would not arise.	Comment by Whit Manley: Does the list of measures apply to an off-ramp?	Comment by Whit Manley: Based on consultations, has Caltrans indicated any desire to look at modifying the ramp at Fifth/Harrison, or at the other failing ramps, or would Caltrans agree that modifications are infeasible?   	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this just one impact, to the Fifth/Harrison ramp?  Or are there others?


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As explained above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid this impact.  The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour because of reduced service and lengthier headways. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0	Comment by Whit Manley: Why bold?


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations.  The study shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.  The project sponsor shall fund the physical improvements approved by the City based on the study’s recommendations.


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new regional transit trips to and from outside of San Francisco (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new regional transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new regional transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this because Caltrans does not run many northbound trains during the p.m. peak hour?


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).	Comment by Whit Manley: Do the Giants provide funding to Caltrain to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.	Comment by Whit Manley: GGF runs special ferry service to AT&T.  Do the Giants provide funding to GGF to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service	Comment by Whit Manley: These measures are likely to result in comments calling upon the project sponsor to provide funding.  What will the response be?


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback? 


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, drop a footnote indicating that similar methods have been used at AT&T park, and have been found to be feasible and effective.


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:	Comment by Whit Manley: Why not “shall”?  The listed measures appear to all be feasible and standard.


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is there any scenario in which vehicle queuing could back up so as to affect UCSF hospital access?  If not, it would be helpful to point that out.  The LOS analysis suggests that such queuing would not occur, but LOS is a little different from queuing analysis, so a further discussion of this issue, if possible, would be appropriate.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, note that PCOs will be stationed at intersections in the vicinity to make sure that traffic is directed away from Owens and 16th Streets.


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). These PCOs would direct traffic away from the access points to UCSF facilities on 1th and Owen Streets. No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Imported from another traffic-related measure.	Comment by Whit Manley: If the study determines that this extension is feasible and will be beneficial, will the project sponsor implement it?


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this an issue with respect to emergency access to the hospital?	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, if possible the text should explain how the consultant determined whether some contributions were “cumulatively considerable,” and others were not.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, , for which the Basketball Game scenario would  was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, ; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant.for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These includeintersections are:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures described above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use ofusing off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providingsion of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if If such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But However, drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site, such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal temporary or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time,, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Does not look like the last GSW-approved iteration. Please confirm.


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the ramp that is LOS F already, so the issue is whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable.  As noted above, text should explain why this contribution is not cumulatively considerable.  Given that this issue recurs, it may make sense to draft a separate paragraph focusing on this issue, and then referring back to that discussion as it recurs.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that Caltrans has not planned or proposed improvements to these ramps.  Consider separate memorandum explaining why ramps are constrained such that improvements are infeasible (e.g. inadequate ROW). 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I don’t follow. Is this incremental service or diversion of existing/planned service, including the TSP for Warriors fans headed to event center? 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Confusing. To supplement T Third demand? To divert? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is new. If these services are needed why weren’t they folded into the TSP? Are these extra shuttle buses limited to event patrons en route to/from one of the two venues, or is this incremental public transit? Pls confirm GSW responsibility is just to work with MBTCC and SFMTA, not to pay for such service. 


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that queuing problems would not obstruct access to the UCSF emergency room.  LOS in this area appears to be poor under the “overlapping events” scenario.


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the flip side “cumulatively considerable” issue noted above, except in this case the project’s contribution is such that a failing intersection where the impact will become substantially more severe.  It would be helpful to note, as above, what criteria was used to determine whether the impact would be cumulatively considerable. 






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring	Comment by Whit Manley: See cover note.


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.	Comment by Whit Manley: How were these performance standards determined?  Is this the maximum reduction in auto mode share that is considered feasible in this location?  It would be helpful to explain the basis for these standards.   


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We won’t have enough docks in the project vicinity for high volumes of guests to utilize bike share around event time (i.e., they will arrive and have nowhere to place the bike). Would rather incentivize guests arriving with their own bike. 


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, tThe proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:	Comment by Whit Manley: Not clear what this introductory phrase adds to the sentence.


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would choose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project couldwould not result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Whit Manley: Summary of impacts seems to be inconsistent with following text.  See edits.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See below. I don’t see why we’d have a mit measure for additional personnel for precisely this reason. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: But aren’t there fewer pedestrian trips FROM TRANSIT (not pedestrian trips in total but, for instance, someone walking from Caltrain or ferry)? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Isn’t this a PCO’s job? 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Annually, or just before the first? [49: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Why would the shift away from transit result in dispersal of auto trips?  Because drivers would have to travel to more far flung garages?  Please explain.	Comment by Whit Manley: No queuing problem at UCSF hospital entrance?


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would could overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Don’t we need to cite information of this type, especially for projects that don’t have approved Major Phase or BCSD yet? 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Why does it matter how they enter the campus, vs how they approach the UCSF (or GSW) project site?  [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront ParkP22 directly to the east of the project site would begin followingand the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard , and would be completed by 2018. are triggered by development on Blocks 29-32 and would be implemented by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Have begun 


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We don’t have confirmed enough info on construction schedule for these projects to know, though – right? If we do, please include it as you did for Uber and 33/34 above. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: What criteria was used to determine whether contribution would be cumulatively considerable?


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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





[bookmark: _Toc412731509]Insert Figure 5.2-22
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731511]Insert Figure 5.2-24
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is “more than 5 percent” the criterion used to determine whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, is this threshold derived from the SF Traffic Guidelines or some other guidance document?  If it is, recommend citing the guidance.


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not have a cumulatively contribute considerabley contribution to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect cumulative impact not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, is a contribution of 5% or more to cumulative conditions the threshold for determining whether the contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, cite source for that threshold.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this paragraph needed?  It is repeating earlier conclusions re: project specific impacts, and does not address cumulative conditions.  Consider deleting.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this correct?  Utilization appears to be under 100% in the year 2040.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, add that vehicle queuing would not block hospital entrance.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage.	Comment by Whit Manley: “VIP” seems like the wrong word. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








Instances in which the demand exceeds the supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially by means of on the –street parking.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.	Comment by Whit Manley: Missing words.  Should be “on those days”?


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 7170 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits are to make numbers match up with those on preceding page.  Differences probably just a result of rounding.


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: And new transit resources, and cultural shifts…


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.
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Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall hasd been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%	Comment by Whit Manley: Should this be shaded?








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination unavailability of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during an overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as a subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.
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UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects estimates the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:	Comment by Clarke Miller: Please clarify if OCII Staff level or Commission.


· coordinate convey project crane activity schedule with to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? How do we avoid working at height? I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? I presume we’re already compressing our construction time to the extent feasible. I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· lower cranes at night and when not in use	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is not feasible. Directly from our GC: “Tower cranes cannot be lowered at night.  Once erected they will remain until dismantled and removed from the site.” 

Perhaps we can state we would clearly mark with lights. 






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended supplemented did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: First time GSW has seen these assumptions (not vetted prior to ADSEIR2 distribution). I am vetting internally and hope to have verification or additional/alternative info by Thursday’s meeting. 


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Scheduled in advance, just like the helicopter flights. Worth noting because it increases our opportunities for cooperation and issue avoidance. See following comment. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: The rest of this write-up requires a larger discussion. Much of this belongs in the substantive approvals discussion we’ll have with OCII staff about a holistic signage/lighting plan design unique to arena standards and needs. As a reminder there is important context here – signage/lighting is a key component of the financial feasibility of the building because of its strong linkages to corporate partnership and programming. 

All that should be needed to verify adequate mitigation for CEQA purposes is advance coordination/scheduling and the development of guidelines and communications plans (all described below). Since both events and helicopter flights are pre-planned, there should not also be wholesale bans on particular lighting types or display installations – just restrictions on time/date of use (a designated period before/after flights, for instance) if proven necessary. 

Thanks. 


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television lighted screens	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I presume this is referring to LED screen or similar technology?


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· Projection lighting 


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comment above.


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: These items alone should take care of all the others. We know when events will occur, and when helicopter flights are scheduled. The other measures seem extraneous if careful coordination and communication occurs.


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


OCII Case No. XXXXXX	118	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-158	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-159	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision






 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); 


Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, 
Adam (ECN)


Subject: Re: Transportation Section Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:18:56 PM


Thank you.


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


On May 19, 2015, at 4:57 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:


Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke 
may submit additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the 
evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Winslow, David (CPC)
Subject: MB Overview Blurb
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:29:00 PM


Does this work?  And please make me happy and say that we can just pull together the PPT next
week and do not need to do a memo.  Sadly, not getting celebratory lunches, but back to back
meetings with no light at the end of the tunnel yet. J
 
Workshop on an update on the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Project Areas:  The
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure will present an overview of the Mission Bay
North and South Redevelopment Projects, along with an status update on the implementation of
both areas.  The Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Project Areas were established in
1998 to create a vibrant, transit oriented, mixed-use community that will result in 6,400 residential
units (29% of which will be affordable), 3.4 million square feet of office and biotechnology space,
425,000 square feet of retail uses, a new University of California, San Francisco research campus
and medical center, 250-room hotel, 49 acres of open space, library, school, police headquarters,
and local police and fire department. Completion of the Mission Bay project is anticipated to occur
over 25 to 30 years and result in construction of more than $700 million of new infrastructure,
development of over $8 billion in private vertical development, and creation of 31,000 permanent
jobs.
 
Mission Bay is currently undergoing a massive construction boom. By mid-2015, Mission Bay will see
the majority of the remaining market-rate residential units completed, including the newest


affordable housing site, the OCII-sponsored 1180 4th Street project, which opened its doors to
house 150 low income households, including formerly homeless families. The remaining market-rate
housing (about 350 units) and the next 200-affordable housing project on Block 7 West are
anticipated to be under construction by mid-2015. The first phase of the new UCSF medical center


opened in February 2015, providing 289-new hospital beds. The 4th Street commercial corridor will
be almost complete and filled with new, local serving commercial uses. The Public Safety Building
opened in April 2015, providing additional security to the neighborhood with a local fire and police
station, in addition to the San Francisco Police Headquarters. Planning for the next wave of
commercial office space is underway with two new commercial buildings anticipated to start
construction in 2015 with over 1 million square feet of office space. Planning is also underway for
the relocation of the Golden State Warriors to Mission Bay, with project approval anticipated in Fall
2015, with construction to start soon after. To serve all this new development, almost all of the
remaining streets and underground utilities will be finished by early 2016, and there will be several
new parks, including the new children’s park, Mariposa Park and new parks along the bayfront.
 
 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor



mailto:david.winslow@sfgov.org





San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Paul Mitchell; Clarke Miller
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);


WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Date: Sunday, May 24, 2015 11:02:59 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Paul,
 
I have been in touch w/ GSW and we are working to get something that the team can approve by
Tuesday. We understand the tight timeline and very much appreciate your patience. If I can get the
proper sign-offs sooner I will send along new language asap.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:56 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Bollinger, Brett; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com);
WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com
Subject: RE: GSW mitigation measures
Importance: High
 
Clarke/Kate:
 
Understand you are busy, but we are following up with you regarding the mitigation measures. 
Chris Stiles just responded regarding No. 1, below, but we also need the sponsor’s recommended
approach regarding the No. 2, Event Center Lighting Plan as soon as possible.
 
Can you please provide a status of when this will be provided?  Thanks, and please don’t hesitate to
contact me.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Joyce 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:58 AM
To: Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com; Clarke Miller; Kate
Aufhauser
Cc: chris.kern@sfgov.org; Paul Mitchell; Bollinger, Brett
Subject: GSW mitigation measures
 
To GSW team,
As a follow-up to yesterday's meeting, I understand that the GSW team is providing revised
wording for two mitigation measures:


1. Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization, which applies to
air quality construction impacts


2. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, which applies to
helipad safety during project operations


Please provide this information to the EIR team by close of business today, May 22, 2015.


Thank you,
Joyce


-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC);


Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:41:04 PM


I’ll be adding my additional comments on top of the version Kate just distributed. I’ll be sending out
before 6pm (can’t miss tip-off!).
Clarke
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:19 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Adam VandeWater
Subject: Re: Transportation Section Comments
 
Thank you.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 


 
On May 19, 2015, at 4:57 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:


Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke may submit
additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: MTA ADSEIR2 REVIEW-02
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:00:41 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_051915-emb-pkg.docx


As noted in the previous email, feel free to contact me this evening.
 
Erin
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

http://www.sfmta.com/

https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets





Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often illegally occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces).	Comment by Malone, Rob: Seems fine. [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point at, the south end of the platform, closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a mannerwithin this raised area so as to discourage midblock pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Thirdacross Third Street between South Street and 16th Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.	Comment by Miller, Erin: i think this is the more likely location for the fencing 


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The TMA Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events.. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events
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· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for event center employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employers and employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· No provision of  parking subsidies to employees.


· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities throughout the event center for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 








TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: LUBA: Re your note that it is from M-TR-2B:  I defer to you, and ask where the most meaningful location would be?  In TDM or as MM?


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge ma n,rket-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: ADAM: working with ED and Sonali [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results	Comment by Miller, Erin: TRANSIT PLEASE REVIEW THIS SECTION


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 


However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/,, Transportation Network Company (TNC)TNC,), motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis, and /TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: please don't group taxis and TNCs.  Sensitive item best to stay clear of to the extent possible


[bookmark: _GoBack]Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNCtaxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide coordinate outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new on-street parking management strategies, which could include implementation time limits, permit parking, etc.  Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Luba:  How much is  "substantially all," and how will we know that this is what is being offered.  Who gets to make that determination?  From what I can see this is an unmeasurable strategy. 


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing andUpon implementation of agreed-upon parking meters in the Mission  Bay area, data feeds of meter pricing and/or availability will come online. Project sponsor would work to incorporate pricing and/or availability available data generated by SFpark city parking meters into their its parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include pricing and/or availability data from the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into its platforms used to disseminate information to the public, including the city’s website, variable message signs and smartphone applications (e.g. SFpark). the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor project sponsor to participate as a member of the MBBTCCin regularly and to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC)[footnoteRef:45] at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking. [45:  Reference to documentation (I found “Attachment M Mission Bay North and South Transportation Management Plan(s))] 



· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie - TRANSIT TO REVIEW


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts	Comment by Miller, Erin: JUILIE


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.	Comment by Miller, Erin: PETER  is this ok?


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.	Comment by Miller, Erin: PETER... again confirming that this is how the TCC works?


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Miller, Erin: TYPO: assumed that "nor" was incorrect


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side ofadjacentadjacent to the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way. The exact location (i.e., east side or west side of the light rail tracks) and the configuration of the fencing has not been identified. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Refer to description above in 5.2-5.2.2





Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the proposed project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.	Comment by Miller, Erin: SCOTT /JULIE- same for 3rd Street??  Can emergency vehicles use the T Third ROW?


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [49: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





[bookmark: _Toc412731509]Insert Figure 5.2-22
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios
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2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731511]Insert Figure 5.2-24
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, some of which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (currently maximum limits parking during ato a maximum of two- or four-hour -hours, depending on the block, period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street.more challenging to findto parking on the street. Expansion of an existing RPP area, of altering of the existing time-limit and/or time-of-day of enforcement for an RPP zone, is typically a resident-driven process. If residents in adjacent residential areas to the south perceive an increased challenge in finding on-street parking in their neighborhoods, the SFMTA will coordinate with them, and other local stakeholders, to explore alteration/expansion of Area X and other possible parking management strategies to address spillover parking in residential areas. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


OCII Case No. XXXXXX	118	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-284	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-285	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision







From: Clarke Miller
To: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC);


Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:52:50 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715_RMMComment+GSWComment +


StradaComment.docx


Final sponsor comments attached.
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:41 PM
To: 'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly, Catherine (OCII);
Adam VandeWater
Subject: RE: Transportation Section Comments
 
I’ll be adding my additional comments on top of the version Kate just distributed. I’ll be sending out
before 6pm (can’t miss tip-off!).
Clarke
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:19 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran; wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Brett Bollinger; Chris Kern
(chris.kern@sfgov.org); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Neil Sekhri; Whit Manley; David Kelly; Reilly,
Catherine (OCII); Adam VandeWater
Subject: Re: Transportation Section Comments
 
Thank you.
 
 
Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031
 
 


 
On May 19, 2015, at 4:57 PM, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com> wrote:
 


Please see attached for consolidated comments from GSW and sponsor counsel. Clarke may submit
additional comments on behalf of the project sponsor by the end of the evening.
 
Amazing what a Round 3 game will do to incentivize fast reading! Go Warriors!
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This passage uses jargon that may not be accessible to the general public.  Add explanatory footnote?


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay area. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 	Comment by Whit Manley: What is a “cycle track” and how does that differ from a bicycle lane?


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is an east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: Has the City approved the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, or is it still a proposal? [4: 	The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is part of the TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project. The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:	Comment by Whit Manley: How were the 21 study intersections selected?  Note that the MB EIR studied 41 intersections.  If this is explained in Appendix TR, drop a footnote with a cross-reference.  Confirm that study-area intersections were selected in a manner consistent with the City’s traffic study guidelines.


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 	Comment by Whit Manley: The tables refer to the p.m. peak s 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.	Comment by Whit Manley: I assume the amount of traffic assigned to this extension was based on the traffic study performed in the MB EIR.  Correct?


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. These counts were performed in order to confirm that the traffic studies accurately predicted traffic volumes and patterns associated with these newly opened facilities.  The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.  Once the Owens Street extension is opened, some of the traffic accessing the facility will shift from Fourth Street to the extension.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that adopted by the Citywere included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.	Comment by Whit Manley: Ambiguous.  Were these implemented?  Are they being implemented?


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.	Comment by Whit Manley: Text refers to p.m. peak hour as from 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  I believe 4 to 6 is right.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.	Comment by Whit Manley: When were counts obtained?  If same as for other counts, drop footnote – want to make clear counts are relatively recent.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Per the redline (my question, Luba’s reply): The group should briefly discuss why, since our last work session, the 8th/Harrison St. ramp has not been added to freeway ramp discussion. Luba notes it was evaluated and rejected because it would “not necessarily reduce the impact at the Fifth Street ramp”; isn’t it still worth summarizing that fact in the document and demonstrating that we checked the option? 


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this with or without the signal currently being installed at this on-ramp?


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24 -hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider providing footnote describing current status of Muni Forward project.  When do we anticipate a decision being made?


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.	Comment by Whit Manley: Alternative to what?  


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor.	Comment by Whit Manley: The definition in this footnote refers to “transit volumes.”  I assume this reference is to transportation volumes generally, rather than to public transit volumes.  True?  Please clarify. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour; this focus is appropriate because . . . . [transit volumes are heaviest during the p.m. peak hour?]. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are approved, funded, and planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. [footnoteRef:10] The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.	Comment by Whit Manley: It’s not clear elsewhere whether the 22 Fillmore TPP has been approved.  The text here, however, appears to assume that it has been approved.  If not approved, explain why it is appropriate to assume that it will be implemented by 2020.	Comment by Whit Manley: This footnote is designed to satisfy the requirements of the Neighbors for Smart Rail decision with respect to the use of a “future baseline.”  Should be reviewed carefully to confirm accuracy. [10:  	Focusing on the year 2020 is appropriate because it corresponds to the time frame within in which the proposed project will become operational; it is therefore appropriate to consider improvements to the transit system that will be in place and operational as of that year.  Focusing on the transit system as it currently exists would be misleading, since these transit improvements are approved and funded, and will be in operation by the time the project becomes operational.  ] 



Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this also used as a “significance threshold” for purposes of determining whether transit impacts will occur?  Is this guidance formally adopted by Muni?  If so, drop footnote citing to guidance.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:11] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [11: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:12]  [12: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).	Comment by Whit Manley: Drop footnote explaining how “parking study area” was determined – e.g., the distance that people will walk to attend function at project.


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:13] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [13: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and. uUp to 12 post-season games are possible, generally in October. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:14] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:15] [14: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [15: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,5400 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross; in this fashion, pedestrians are prevented from shutting , and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow, and from obstructing  and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNC vehicles, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:16]  [16: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:17] [17: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda,  and Marin and Solano Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. 


· In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full; this express train, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or following a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:19] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [19: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.	Comment by Whit Manley: The text notes above that pedestrians often spill into traffic lanes while crossing Lefty O’Doul Bridge.  Travel lanes on the bridge are restricted in order to accommodate the volume of pedestrians.  Worth noting here in a footnote?  E.g., “Heavier pedestrian volumes before or after a game are located further north along Third Street, outside the immediate vicinity of the proposed project.”


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increases from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this based on actual observations or on modeling? 	Comment by Whit Manley: “would increase” suggests this is based on modeling, rather than on actual data.


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:20] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels; 	Comment by Whit Manley: At times, the analysis appears to use a “5%” rule for traffic added to an intersection that is already at LOS E or F.  Is this the threshold that is used?  If so, cite a source (e.g. SF Traffic Guidelines) for  the use of this threshold, if one exists. [20: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.	Comment by Whit Manley: The Sacramento Kings arena included an analysis of traffic impacts during construction.  Query whether such an analysis ought to be included, given the length of time required for construction; such an analysis could be included in an appendix.  For the Kings arena, mitigation consisted of preparing and implementing a Construction Traffic Management Plan to reduce conflicts.  Here, such a plan is included as an Improvement Measure.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:21] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [21:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes amendments to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to accommodate revised requirements for this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection. This intersection , and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled. This intersection , and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled. This intersection, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:22] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [22: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:23] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [23: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback?


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:24] would be installed at the following intersections: [24: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:25] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [25: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:26] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [26: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.	Comment by Whit Manley: Attached as an appendix?  Available for review at the Planning Department?


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station, Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building, and Van Ness Avenue


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:27] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [27: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:	Comment by Clarke Miller: Confusing, concerts are being compared to concerts?


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street











[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:


[bookmark: _Toc412731497]Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· [bookmark: _GoBack]Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Not in GSW’s TMP. Need to clarify responsibility for implementing if not part of TMP/project description. 


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Breakdown of GSW/event center employees vs. on-site tenants is still not consistent with the language GSW provided and the policies contained therein with which we can comply. Please review (4/29 transmittal to the City, aligned with edits below): https://www.dropbox.com/s/4qd4iz6hqbkfxbk/2015.04.29_Transportation_Demand_Management_Modified_List_GSWResponse_V6.docx?dl=0 


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


TDM strategies for Project Sponsor and/or all on-site employees:





Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:28] [28: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for Golden State Warriors employees: 


Policy/Operations


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces) (valet bike operations are during events only)


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:29][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [29: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining: 


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 	Comment by Whit Manley: These performance standards are part of the TMP, and therefore they are proposed by the applicant itself, rather than by the agency.  It would be helpful to understand where these performance standards came from – whether they are based on data indicating what reasonably can be achieved via a TMP in this sort of a setting, or whether they are based on a “target” that needs to be achieved to avoid transportation impacts.  What happens if performance standard is not achieved?  Will additional TMP measures be implemented until performance standard is achieved?  Need to make sure performance standard is feasible and enforceable.


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:30] following an event, if desired. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Would like the group’s verification that my language in the footnote below (new for ADSEIR2) does not contradict other assumptions about departure patterns.  [30: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 	Comment by Current User: Aside from pricing, what other mechanisms are available?


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 	Comment by Current User: Such campaigns already appear to be part of the TMP.  Consider revising to state “Expand media campaigns . . .”


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and, Marin and Solano Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Already included above re: exploring the $4.50 Clipper card bundling. 


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines issued by the Planning Department in 2002 (SF Guidelines 2002), which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:31] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [31: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario also represents the most severe possible conditions for a sold out evening concert of the same approximate attendance level. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.	Comment by Current User: Any analysis of freeway mainlines? Likely to get comments.  Consultations with Caltrans re: scope of analysis of Caltrans facilities?


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site); this time frame coincides with the end of the normal work day for those working at the site. 	Comment by Current User: Is this when peak transit utilization occurs?


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco). This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling away from the event center following evening games or concerts.


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).  This time frame coincides with the period when attendees will be traveling towards the event center for evening games or concerts.


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.  (As explained below, both of these projects are approved and funded and are scheduled to become operational in the near future.)  For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of standing passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:32]  [32: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:33] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [33: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:34] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [34: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.	Comment by Current User: Five seems too low.  Couldn’t the Warriors play up to 16 home games during the playoffs, at least in theory?  If so, Giants home games would overlap with more than five.  Consider dropping footnote explaining how this number was calculated.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendeses) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts) annually. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:35] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [35: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors. The adjustments are described in the report at Appendix TR.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:36] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [36: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.	Comment by Current User: Explain.  Is this because the new arena will be located in an urban setting that might encourage people to come to games earlier than they might at Oracle, given its more isolated setting?


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:37] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [37: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use. , and because it is expected that sSome of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area on non-event days). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:38] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park.	Comment by Current User: In other words, parking near the event center is both closer to, and more prominent than, the parking facilities close to AT&T Park?  I.e., relatively closer and easier to find. [38: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site’s immediate vicinity. The operation of the T Third is currently constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the planned subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edit presumes this is referring to the Central Subway	Comment by Current User: Is the south end of the line located nearby?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Use of word “subway” is confusing. Do you just mean light rail tracks?	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Currently motor coaches, though 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) was developed that wouldto operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would thereby provide providing additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus lines was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor (explanatory parenthetical here?) and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility ofpotential for some buses to turn around at the end of their trip and return to the event center to pick up additional passengers.


As a result of this balancing ofcombination of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s modified transit capacity under conditions with the TSP, and in consultation with SFMTA, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to and from the event center during large events, as well as the TDM strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures designed to encourage use of non-auto modes by event attendees. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was thewas then incorporated into assumed to be part of  the proposed project as an intrinsic element of its design. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan – that is, without the incorporation of this design feature – are included at the end of this section.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is the only sentence of the new description that confuses me (generally, extremely helpful addition). What further refinement occurred and why? 


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball game would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.














OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-94	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-94	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-95	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On a weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Could clarify that “conservative” here = widely distributed. Then in turn need to explain why  it’s more conservative to assume cars are all over the neighborhood (wouldn’t that “dilute” some of the traffic at certain intersections…?). 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:39] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:40] [39: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [40: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would also be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and by time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by place of origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by place of origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The first phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third) opened in 2007.  The second phase of the T Third is tThe Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction of the Central Subway Project is currently underway.  T, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 	Comment by Current User: If EIR is going to note the proposal to reconfigure Caltrain and I-280, then this would be a logical place to insert a paragraph.  The text would characterize the proposal as preliminary and speculative, but acknowledge that the proposal has been made.


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was is consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it includesd additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.	Comment by Current User: It’s not entirely clear what this means – consider elaborating.  Does it mean that weekend traffic is scaled up by the same percentage as weekday traffic?


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)	Comment by Whit Manley: Query whether this conclusion should be changed to significant but can be avoided with mitigation, with the mitigation being the requirement to prepare and implement a construction traffic management plan requiring ongoing monitoring and coordination to deal with traffic impacts if/when they arise.  This approach would be consistent with the approach reflected in the UCSF LRDP EIR.

Note the text contains a description of the sort of coordination and planning that will happen as a matter of course.  Some of this text could get incorporated into a mitigation measure, since it resembles the sort of information that goes into a construction traffic mitigation plan.  I.e., the “improvement measure” listed below would be changed to a “mitigation measure.”  If this approach is taken, (1) the City would have less discretion to reject this measure, and (2) if adopted, the measure would be easier to track and enforce, and the City would have less discretion to delete it in the future.  At the same time, we would take away the argument that the commitment to address construction traffic is illusory. 

In looking at the schedule, the period with peak impacts would appear to be excavation, which will last three months, and run an average of 75 trucks per day.    This is the highest volume of construction traffic, and it will last for several months.  Note that the Caltrans letter asked for an analysis of impacts associated with this activity on Caltrans facilities.


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:41] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduceavoid any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [41: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:42]  [42: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Assuming this is true, the text should note that these routes are appropriate for trucks transporting excavated soils from the site.  Is there any indication of where the excavated soil may go?  E.g.:  “As noted above, construction of the event center includes excavation of soil from the site.  The routes described below are appropriate for use by trucks hauling excavated soil.  The sites where the soil will be deposited have not been determined.  Potential sites include  . . . . .  Deposit sites will be subject to review and approval by SFMTA as part of the permit process.”


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Only 16th St. is actually adjacent to blocks 33/34 – odd list of streets to cite? Campus doesn’t matter as much as project site. 


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, it may be worth considering identifying this impact as potential significant, but avoidable via mitigation – e.g., the same approach as the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project areavicinity, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers). 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person(s) responsible for ensuring that themonitoring the implementation of the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and area where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and description of how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





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












[bookmark: _Toc412731501]Insert Figure 15	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without a SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios 






[bookmark: _Toc412731502]Insert Figure 16	Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – Without SF Giants Game – Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios 






table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:43] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: This analysis is likely to draw comment.  Is there a way we can describe the criterion used to determine whether the amount of traffic added to a failing intersection is cumulatively considerable?  Or is it a matter of professional judgment?  Recurring issue in the analysis that follows. [43: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum parking demand. This level of parking demand , and therefore can be accommodated at the project site. In other words, the p.m. peak hour coincides with a period when the on-site parking garage can accommodate all of the parking demand generated by the project under this scenario.  For this reason, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits designed to make the discussion a little more accessible.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paidpre-issued on-site parking passes, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Would this be more accurate in light of the fact that not all the passes would be pre-paid?  Elsewhere, the text states some passes will be issued to “VIPs”.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F.  These changes are , and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area [route?] after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead choose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth/ Channel (PCO location) would worsening from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Consider drafting a technical memorandum addressing each of the seven intersections.  Is it feasible to acquire the right-of-way necessary to expand the intersection?  Are there other constraints (e.g. limited freeway capacity) that would make it futile to expand the intersection?  This level of detail does not need to be in the EIR, but it would be helpful to have a discussion of each intersection in the record.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Edits below align write-up with GSW-submitted language from 4/23 (most recent): 
https://www.dropbox.com/s/bramx1abfjx2wps/2015.04.23_Trans%20new%20mit%20measures_DRAFT_GSWComment-V4-Clean.doc?dl=0 

Please modify accordingly. 


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:44] These strategies could include the following: [44: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreementscooperate with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:45] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [45: 	] 



· The City to include on-street parking spaces within Mission Bay in the expansion and permanent implementation of SFpark, including installation of sensors, dynamic pricing, and smart phone application providing real-time parking availability and cost.


· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.The City shall work to include the publicly accessible off-street facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to use commercially reasonable efforts to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection withfollowing signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to provide Transit Far Inspectors (TFIs), and other SFMTA or City personnel at key transit stops and stations as designated by SFMTA.


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49E.47 through E.50 were adopted developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Not all of the Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures were adopted. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – should provide some explanation why contribution to these ramps is not cumulatively considerable.  Identify criteria used to determine whether contribution is cumulatively considerable, and then apply to data.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.  


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the I-80 westbound freeway ramp impact at Fifth/Harrison s because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations at this ramp would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations at Fifth/Harrison would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, should indicate in memorandum to the file whether acquisition of ROW is feasible in this location

Text refers to ramps generally, and not just the ramp at Fifth/Harrison.  The analysis, however, indicates that there are no other significant impacts to ramps; the other impacts are not cumulatively considerable, so the duty to mitigate (and the feasibility of mitigation) would not arise.	Comment by Whit Manley: Does the list of measures apply to an off-ramp?	Comment by Whit Manley: Based on consultations, has Caltrans indicated any desire to look at modifying the ramp at Fifth/Harrison, or at the other failing ramps, or would Caltrans agree that modifications are infeasible?   	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this just one impact, to the Fifth/Harrison ramp?  Or are there others?


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As explained above, no feasible mitigation measures are available to avoid this impact.  The impact is therefore significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour because of reduced service and lengthier headways. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0	Comment by Whit Manley: Why bold?


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:46] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [46: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations.  The study shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.  The project sponsor shall fund the physical improvements approved by the City based on the study’s recommendations.


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new regional transit trips to and from outside of San Francisco (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new regional transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new regional transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this because Caltrans does not run many northbound trains during the p.m. peak hour?


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).	Comment by Whit Manley: Do the Giants provide funding to Caltrain to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.	Comment by Whit Manley: GGF runs special ferry service to AT&T.  Do the Giants provide funding to GGF to support this service?  Would go to the feasibility of mitigation.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service	Comment by Whit Manley: These measures are likely to result in comments calling upon the project sponsor to provide funding.  What will the response be?


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I thought we were still saying 10.5’ plus occupiable space in the setback? 


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour
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			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, drop a footnote indicating that similar methods have been used at AT&T park, and have been found to be feasible and effective.


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:47] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [47: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would shall also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:	Comment by Whit Manley: Why not “shall”?  The listed measures appear to all be feasible and standard.


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is there any scenario in which vehicle queuing could back up so as to affect UCSF hospital access?  If not, it would be helpful to point that out.  The LOS analysis suggests that such queuing would not occur, but LOS is a little different from queuing analysis, so a further discussion of this issue, if possible, would be appropriate.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, note that PCOs will be stationed at intersections in the vicinity to make sure that traffic is directed away from Owens and 16th Streets.


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). These PCOs would direct traffic away from the access points to UCSF facilities on 1th and Owen Streets. No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool to conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Imported from another traffic-related measure.	Comment by Whit Manley: If the study determines that this extension is feasible and will be beneficial, will the project sponsor implement it?


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this an issue with respect to emergency access to the hospital?	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, if possible the text should explain how the consultant determined whether some contributions were “cumulatively considerable,” and others were not.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game; at this intersection, , for which the Basketball Game scenario would  was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, ; at this intersection, the Basketball Game scenario would not contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant.for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Same issue as above – explain basis for conclusion.


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These includeintersections are:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the following ten study intersections: of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures described above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use ofusing off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and providingsion of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not within walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if If such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But However, drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site, such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal temporary or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time,, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, it cannot be determined what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Does not look like the last GSW-approved iteration. Please confirm.


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the ramp that is LOS F already, so the issue is whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable.  As noted above, text should explain why this contribution is not cumulatively considerable.  Given that this issue recurs, it may make sense to draft a separate paragraph focusing on this issue, and then referring back to that discussion as it recurs.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the following three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that Caltrans has not planned or proposed improvements to these ramps.  Consider separate memorandum explaining why ramps are constrained such that improvements are infeasible (e.g. inadequate ROW). 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily exclusively serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I don’t follow. Is this incremental service or diversion of existing/planned service, including the TSP for Warriors fans headed to event center? 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Confusing. To supplement T Third demand? To divert? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is new. If these services are needed why weren’t they folded into the TSP? Are these extra shuttle buses limited to event patrons en route to/from one of the two venues, or is this incremental public transit? Pls confirm GSW responsibility is just to work with MBTCC and SFMTA, not to pay for such service. 


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, confirm that queuing problems would not obstruct access to the UCSF emergency room.  LOS in this area appears to be poor under the “overlapping events” scenario.


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.	Comment by Whit Manley: This is the flip side “cumulatively considerable” issue noted above, except in this case the project’s contribution is such that a failing intersection where the impact will become substantially more severe.  It would be helpful to note, as above, what criteria was used to determine whether the impact would be cumulatively considerable. 






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring	Comment by Whit Manley: See cover note.


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.	Comment by Whit Manley: How were these performance standards determined?  Is this the maximum reduction in auto mode share that is considered feasible in this location?  It would be helpful to explain the basis for these standards.   


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We won’t have enough docks in the project vicinity for high volumes of guests to utilize bike share around event time (i.e., they will arrive and have nowhere to place the bike). Would rather incentivize guests arriving with their own bike. 


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, tThe proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:	Comment by Whit Manley: Not clear what this introductory phrase adds to the sentence.


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would choose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project couldwould not result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Whit Manley: Summary of impacts seems to be inconsistent with following text.  See edits.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See below. I don’t see why we’d have a mit measure for additional personnel for precisely this reason. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: But aren’t there fewer pedestrian trips FROM TRANSIT (not pedestrian trips in total but, for instance, someone walking from Caltrain or ferry)? 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Isn’t this a PCO’s job? 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:49] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Annually, or just before the first? [49: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.	Comment by Whit Manley: Why would the shift away from transit result in dispersal of auto trips?  Because drivers would have to travel to more far flung garages?  Please explain.	Comment by Whit Manley: No queuing problem at UCSF hospital entrance?


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would could overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Don’t we need to cite information of this type, especially for projects that don’t have approved Major Phase or BCSD yet? 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:50] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Why does it matter how they enter the campus, vs how they approach the UCSF (or GSW) project site?  [50: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront ParkP22 directly to the east of the project site would begin followingand the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard , and would be completed by 2018. are triggered by development on Blocks 29-32 and would be implemented by the master developer, FOCIL-MB, LLC.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Have begun 


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site, respectively. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: We don’t have confirmed enough info on construction schedule for these projects to know, though – right? If we do, please include it as you did for Uber and 33/34 above. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:51] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [51: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Whit Manley: What criteria was used to determine whether contribution would be cumulatively considerable?


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Add:  “Currently scheduled to be operational in [insert date].”


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731511]Insert Figure 5.2-24
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Is “more than 5 percent” the criterion used to determine whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, is this threshold derived from the SF Traffic Guidelines or some other guidance document?  If it is, recommend citing the guidance.


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not have a cumulatively contribute considerabley contribution to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect cumulative impact not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.	Comment by Whit Manley: As noted above, is a contribution of 5% or more to cumulative conditions the threshold for determining whether the contribution is cumulatively considerable?  If so, cite source for that threshold.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this paragraph needed?  It is repeating earlier conclusions re: project specific impacts, and does not address cumulative conditions.  Consider deleting.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Whit Manley: Is this correct?  Utilization appears to be under 100% in the year 2040.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.	Comment by Whit Manley: If appropriate, add that vehicle queuing would not block hospital entrance.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:52] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [52: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:53] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:54] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for members of the Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage.	Comment by Whit Manley: “VIP” seems like the wrong word. [53: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [54: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








Instances in which the demand exceeds the supply are in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:55], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially by means of on the –street parking.  [55: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:56] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [56: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.	Comment by Whit Manley: Missing words.  Should be “on those days”?


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from approximately 140139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from approximately 7170 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 	Comment by Whit Manley: Edits are to make numbers match up with those on preceding page.  Differences probably just a result of rounding.


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: And new transit resources, and cultural shifts…


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall hasd been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%	Comment by Whit Manley: Should this be shaded?








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination unavailability of existing baseball-oriented parking during an SF Giants game, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during an overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:57] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [57:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:58] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [58:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:59] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [59:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:60] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [60:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as a subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:61] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:62] [61:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [62:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:63] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:64] [63:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [64:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects estimates the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:67] [67:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:68] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [68:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:71] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [71:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.






Insert Figure 5.2-28






In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:	Comment by Clarke Miller: Please clarify if OCII Staff level or Commission.


· coordinate convey project crane activity schedule with to UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? How do we avoid working at height? I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Like what? I presume we’re already compressing our construction time to the extent feasible. I would prefer elaboration so we can verify feasible compliance.  


· lower cranes at night and when not in use	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is not feasible. Directly from our GC: “Tower cranes cannot be lowered at night.  Once erected they will remain until dismantled and removed from the site.” 

Perhaps we can state we would clearly mark with lights. 






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended supplemented did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:72],[footnoteRef:73] [72:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [73:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:74] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented. [74:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event center and/or associated programming could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: First time GSW has seen these assumptions (not vetted prior to ADSEIR2 distribution). I am vetting internally and hope to have verification or additional/alternative info by Thursday’s meeting. 


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of temporary or permanent lighting systems may include:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Scheduled in advance, just like the helicopter flights. Worth noting because it increases our opportunities for cooperation and issue avoidance. See following comment. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: The rest of this write-up requires a larger discussion. Much of this belongs in the substantive approvals discussion we’ll have with OCII staff about a holistic signage/lighting plan design unique to arena standards and needs. As a reminder there is important context here – signage/lighting is a key component of the financial feasibility of the building because of its strong linkages to corporate partnership and programming. 

All that should be needed to verify adequate mitigation for CEQA purposes is advance coordination/scheduling and the development of guidelines and communications plans (all described below). Since both events and helicopter flights are pre-planned, there should not also be wholesale bans on particular lighting types or display installations – just restrictions on time/date of use (a designated period before/after flights, for instance) if proven necessary. 

Thanks. 


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television lighted screens	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I presume this is referring to LED screen or similar technology?


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· Projection lighting 


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comment above.


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: These items alone should take care of all the others. We know when events will occur, and when helicopter flights are scheduled. The other measures seem extraneous if careful coordination and communication occurs.


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting 


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addendedsupplemented.
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Paul Mitchell; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: Re: FW: GSW Alternatives Wycko Review Comments
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 6:48:45 PM


Hi Bill,
Thanks for sending these comments. I'll work with Luba to make the changes to the
transportation analysis.


With respect to the alternatives considered but rejected, we will need to get more
data from the City--and maybe the Port--as to why the other locations were
determined to be infeasible. The information presented in the draft is what Joy
Navarette provided for us, but I'm wondering if perhaps you know who we should
contact to get more information?


thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/22/2015 4:48 PM, Paul Mitchell wrote:


 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 4:30 PM
To: Chris Kern (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW Alternatives Wycko Review Comments
 
Page 7-30:  The number of intersections adversely affected by the
proposed project is not sixteen; please correct to be consistent with
transportation analysis.
 
Pages 7-75 & 7-76:  In addition to the brief emergency vehicle discussion,
please acknowledge that the off-site alternative's impacts would be
notably less direct on UCSF Hospital because this alternative would not be
directly adjacent to the hospital.
 
Pages 7-92 through 7-94:  Traffic impacts for the off-site alternative
should be characterized as substantially more severe than for the
proposed project.  The number of intersections would essentially double
and significant traffic impacts would occur under a greater number of
scenarios.  Even though the off-site alternative would generate fewer
vehicle trips than the proposed project, traffic impacts would be
substantially greater due to its more central and more congested location.
 
Page 7-95:  With many impacts greater than for the proposed project, it is
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not accurate to assert that the off-site alternative "would more effectively
avoid and substantially reduce the severity of a number of of significant
impacts."
 
Pages 7-96 through 7-98, Table 7-26:  The summary of relative traffic
impacts needs to explicitly acknowledge that the extent of significant
traffic impacts would be substantially greater, instead of "similar," for the
off-site alternative.
 
Pages 7-106 through 7-110:  The discussion of alternatives considered
but rejected needs a lot of work.  Much more so than for most projects,
this project actively investigated a variety of development options at the
original Pier 30-32/Seawall Lot 330 sites as well as potentially viable
alternative sites.  As a result of the public process and complications that
surfaced at the original project site, the project site was moved to a site
that was originally considered infeasible due to land acquisition issues.
 The discussion of alternatives considered but rejected needs to
incorporate a summary about how this project and its ultimate selected
site evolved as part of the CEQA process.  While the summaries of most
of the additional alternative sites in Table 7-27 are adequate, the
treatment of Pier 50 is too cursory and needs to reflect the extent to which
this site was fairly seriously investigated and identify more specific
reasons why the Pier 50 site was rejected---for example, the narrative in
Table 7-27 provides no basis for understanding why Pier 30/32/Seawall
Lot 330 was included as an alternative but not Pier 50.  The reasoning and
constraints for Seawall 337 and Former Potrero Power Plant Site also
need to be elaborated in greater detail. 
 








From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner
Subject: Background Appendices Questions
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:33:35 AM
Attachments: image003.png


RE s Tomorrow.msg


Catherine, some more clarifying comments:
 


1)       The BCSD completeness checklist noted that our Utilities plan is “not readable.” I’m
including some old email correspondence about this for background. As before, the question
is whether including it in four quadrants (with keys) would be sufficient for increasing
legibility, or if you’d prefer coloring or some other diagrammatic change. Can you advise?


 
2)       The same checklist notes the View Corridors vicinity plan should “correct not differentiate.”


I’m not clear on the meaning of this comment.
 


3)       For site plan diagrams, would you prefer we show bike parking and vehicular access
(driveways) as one combined image, or two separate ones? To date we have been
separating them, but you asked about bikes on the vehicular access plan.


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


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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RE: ?s Tomorrow


			From


			Reilly, Catherine (ADM)


			To


			Kate Aufhauser


			Cc


			Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com


			Recipients


			KAufhauser@warriors.com; CMiller@stradasf.com; lweingartner@manicaarchitecture.com; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com





Hi, Kate – Here are the delayed responses.  Let me know if there is anything else I owe you.







 







1 – Yes, this graphic is fine.







2 – Let’s talk about this at the next Wednesday meeting.  I agree that we would prefer not to have different versions floating around, but my bigger concern is being able to make the finding that the EIR analysis covers any tweaks to the design (ie we cannot find at the end that the EIR wind is so different than the ultimate project the EIR analysis is not adequate).







3 – I think that it would be good to have a cross section that shows the heights since the open spaces are not at street level.  Unfortunately, I do not have any examples since the majority of the open spaces are not raised.  However, it would be very similar to a building cross section, with heights shown for the different open space areas so people understand that it is not a flat landscaping plan.  As for elevations, it may be just having an elevation of each street frontage that shows the entire street with where the open spaces show up with the buildings in place so people understand the vertical nature of the open spaces.  Usually we just do the bird’s eye view, but in this case something that allows people to understand the vertical nature will be useful.







4 – Looks good from what I can tell.







 







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







 







From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 2:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com
Subject: RE: ?s Tomorrow







 







Whoops, we forgot to cover. Questions below! I’ll give you a ring Monday to discuss if that’s easier than email. 







 







1)      Utilities: The attached is our most recent update. Is this OK to use for our Background Appendices? It doesn’t have all the pretty colors that our Major Phase versions did 







2)      Wind studies: Since the BC/SD packages and the DSEIR will be released the same month (May), it seems most reasonable to me that we use the same wind studies for each. That would mean our BC/SD package wind studies have slightly outdated office massing  (NOP site plan, not Pfau Long updates), but we think the results would be very similar. If you’re comfortable with this, we’d plan to do an updated/final wind study in late summer, prior to final approvals, and could include it in the BC/SD packages (and elsewhere). Is this an OK approach? 







3)      Open space: The design team is not sure whether we need elevations and sections for “open space” (probably primarily the Third St. Plaza), and if so, precisely what those graphics would show. Can you provide some guidance, or examples from other packages? 







4)      Parking:  We are planning to show a chart of parking space types by level (ADA, van, compact, standard, etc.) that our consultant has prepared. We are also planning to update the Major Phase table (copied below for reference) but maintain the same format. We would add to it a narrative like the one below (sent to Paul Mitchell yesterday for CEQA). At this level of design, is that a sufficient way to address the allocation of spaces to different uses on-site? 







 







“The D4D, as amended according to the GSW’s proposals, will dictate the minimum and maximum number of parking spaces required for event center or office uses by structure.  The set number of parking spaces required for the event center will be reserved for event patrons at all times.  The set number of parking spaces provided for the office structures may be made available for use by event patrons on a shared-parking basis (i.e., as available).”







 















 







Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst







510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)







kaufhauser@warriors.com







Golden State Warriors
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 9:11 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ?s Tomorrow







 







Yup. You have me as a dedicated audience.







 







 







Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone







 







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







From: Kate Aufhauser 







Date:03/11/2015 9:09 PM (GMT-08:00) 







To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" 







Cc: Clarke Miller 







Subject: ?s Tomorrow 







 







Catherine – 







 







I have a few quick questions about the BC/SD packages. Can we huddle for 5 min during a break in tomorrow’s meetings? I’m copying Clarke so he can remind us both J 







 







Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst







510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)







kaufhauser@warriors.com







Golden State Warriors







website | tickets | app | social | find us







SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Subject: MTA REVIEW ADSEIR2 REVIEW-01
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:59:21 PM
Attachments: image001.png


5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_redline_050715-paa through Impact Evaluation.docx


Chris, Paul:
 
I’m sending you comments and revisions in this and the next email.  This one from Peter was done
over the redline, and I’m not having success at merging this with the others, so you are getting it as
is.  Please note, Peter has made a lot of revisions that I do not think are necessary, but at this point, I
feel my time has been cut short in reviewing.  If you can wait until tomorrow morning, I can get you
a pre-reviewed version.  (Sorry I have to get my son from daycare and so have to leave in a few
minutes)
 
The following document includes my and Parking reviews and comments.  These should be relatively
straightforward, but please let me know if anything seems questionable.
 
Feel free to call or email me tonight.
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


From: Albert, Peter 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 6:26 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Williams, Annette; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Jefferis, Richard Scott; Malone, Rob; Thornley,
Andy; Willson, Hank
Subject: RE: Warriors follow up
 
Thanks for shepherding all this, Erin.
 
I used the master for comments and added my own comments are on pp 16, 17, 21, 22, 56, 58, 81,
151 and 152.    
 
You’ll see I agree your thoughts in the two areas where you asked for my input.
 
Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
SF Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Ave, Seventh Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of concern study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Clarify 1998

JUST LIKE THIS EIR, CAN’T PIN DOWN A YEAR.ALTHOUGH EIR IS 1998, ANALYSIS WAS CONDUCTED IN 1997.



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

AS INDICATED ON TABLE 2A SEPARATE APPENDIX FOR ALL MISSION BAY FSEIR MITIGATION MEASURES WILL BE PROVIDED

THERE ARE NO TRANSPORTATION MEASURES APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT THAT ARE “NOT IN PLACE”. SOME ARE ONGOING ONES.

MEASURES THAT ARE APPLICABLE TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT ARE INCLUDED IN THE IMPACT ANALYSIS DISCUSSION. 



Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found that the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found that cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco  (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Is this the TMA? If so, replace “organization” with “association” for clarity.

THIS IS SPECIFIC WORDING FROM THE MITIGATION MEASURE. WE SHOULD LEAVE IN, BUT CLARIFIED IN A FOOTNOTE.

 [2:  The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and- -32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south private public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow travel lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street. 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 2: Page 5.2‐5, 16th Street: There is no mention of the Muni Forward (or Transit Effectiveness Project), and its plans for 16th Street. Does the analysis assume implementation of Muni Forward on 16th Street, and if so, does it assume implementation of the Expanded Alternative or the Moderate Alternative?

THE DISCUSSION OF THE TEP/MUNI FORWARD IMPROVEMENTS WERE INCLUDED IN THE CUMULATIVE DISCUSSION BECAUSE IT WAS ASSUMED TO BE A CUMULATIVE PROJECT.

THE SFMTA’S SCHEDULE SPECIFIES IMPLEMENTATION OF THE BUS LANES BEFORE 2020, AND THEREFORE THE EXISTING AND EXISTING PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS WERE UPDATED TO REFLECT THE BUS LANES ON 16TH STREET. PREVIOUSLY THE BUS LANES (BUT THE EXPANDED ALTERNATIVE) WERE INCLUDED IN THE CUMULATIVE.

DISCUSSION UPDATED. IT IS NEITHER MODERATE NOR EXPANDED, BUT SOMETHING IN BETWEEN.



Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4:  The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 3: Page 5.2‐6, Roadway improvements planned for Medical Center: Is the 4th & Mariposa traffic signal planned? It was mentioned in the Final TMP for the Event Center (p. 14).

YES, A NEW SIGNAL IS BEING INSTALLED AT 4TH/MARIPOSA.




· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound on-ramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


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

EXPLANATION IS ON NEXT PAGE.  EXPANDED TEXT WHERE APPRORIATE.

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

THE STATEMENT DESCRIBES THE TRAFFIC VOLUMES ON THE ROADWAYS. SEE LOS RESULTS ON HOW THE VOLUMES RELATE TO CAPACITY. 



Existing conditions at 213 study intersections were analyzed for the following conditionsanalysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a concurrent San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building was were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6]  Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Page 5.2-7:  Either here or in supporting background documents, please provide details about how UCSF EIR data and 2013/2014 counts were adjusted to establish baseline conditions.  Some selective spot data checks may be needed to support that estimates made prior to opening of UCSF Hospital are reflective of conditions since the facility opened.  Changes in the capacity of Sixteenth Street intersections based on Julie’s comments also need to be clearly explained.

NOT SURE WHAT YOU MEAN ABOUT DETAILS.  WE WILL EXPAND DISCUSSION A BIT. WE CAN PROVIDE THE OVERLAY FOR EACH INTERSECTION, TRANSIT AND PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS LOCATION. FOR MUNI, THE 2020 RIDERSHIP USED IN THE ANALYSIS SHOULD INCLUDE UCSF – SO THAT WAS NOT ADJUSTED.

MARCH 2015 CONDITIONS DO NOT REFLECT FULL OPERATION OF THE UCSF FACILITIES. NOT SURE SPOT CHECKS ARE WORTH DOING, BUT LETS GO AHEAD. JUST NOTE THAT WE DO NOT HAVE TIME TO REVISE ANALYSIS.

	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: How are other UCSF locations relevant, given the varying context (different transit resources, surrounding land uses, etc.)? 

BB: The info used was specific to Mission Bay UCSF facilities, correct?

THE INFORMATION FOR OTHER UCSF LOCATIONS SERVE AS A PROXY FOR WHAT CONDITIONS WILL BE AT THE MEDICAL CENTER. SIMILAR TO USING OTHER ARENAS FOR ARRIVAL PATTERNS. THE DATA USED WAS PROVIDED BY UCSF.

BECAUSE IT WAS DETERMINED THAT MISSION BAY FACILITIES WERE NOT REPRESENTATIVE, NON-MISSION BAY FACILITIES WERE USED.


 [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.


The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Global comment: where addressed, should clarify day game v. evening game.

BB: Not relevant here since it is “without” but maybe elsewhere in the section when analysis is “with” a SF Giants game.

OK. ADDED EVENING.



5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 6: Page 5.2‐8, Table 5.2‐1 Existing Conditions without Giants Game – Intersection LOS: The text on p.5.2‐7 states that the Medical Center travel demand and vehicle trips have been added to 2013‐2014 counts. Does this mean that the “Existing” LOS reflects the additional Medical Center vehicle trips? Should the EIR transportation analysis be updated with “actual” volumes after Medical Center opening?

CORRECT; THE MEDICAL CENTER DEMAND INCLUDES FULL OPERATION OF THE RECENTLY OPENED MEDICAL CENTER.  PER COMMENTS FROM UCSF LATER IN THIS DOCUMENT, IT IS OUR UNDERSTANDING THAT ALL NEW UCSF FACILITIES ARE NOT UP AND RUNNING AT FULL CAPACITY YET.  WE WILL CONDUCT SOME SAMPLE COUNTS AT THE BEGINNING OF APRIL WEEKS ONCE SPRING BREAK IS OVER TO CONFIRM.


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

PAGE 6 LISTS THE ROADWAY CHANGES ASSUMED IN THE ANALYSIS. ASSUMES ONLY ROADWAY CHANGES THAT WILL BE IN PLACE BY APRIL/MAY 2015.

YES TO OWENS BETWEEN 16TH AND MARIPOSA. DESCRIPTION OF OWENS NEEDS TO BE UPDATED.  
	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Why don’t we show Existing LOS with SF Giants game?

IS IN THE SECTION LATER ON THAT PRESENTS ALL THE WITH SF GIANTS GAME CONDITIONS.

RIGHT BEFORE TABLE REFERS TO FOLLOWING SECTION FOR CONDITIONS WITH A SF GIANTS GAME.




			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. The intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound off-ramp/Owens was signalized in March 2015. [Note to reviewer: To be confirmed/revised once operational.]





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.   DON’T THINK SO, WE SAY SO IN THE TEXT A COUPLE OF TIMES.
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour



As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 8: Page 5.2‐13: Intersection LOS are worst before and after Giants games at AT&T, especially after weekday afternoon sellout events during 3:30 to 4:40 period when AT&T exiting traffic coincides with evening commute traffic. However, the LOS Existing with a Giants Game (on p. 5.2‐35, Table 5.2‐9, is for an EVENING Giants game, not a weekday Giants game (or non‐Giants sellout event), of which there are 10 per year. What is the projected LOS during Weekday PM Peak with a weekday Giants game or non‐Giants sellout event?

ONLY OCCURS A COUPLE OF TIMES PER YEAR, AND WOULD NOT OVERLAP WITH A WARRIORS GAME. 

BECAUSE LARGEST EVENTS WOULD OCCUR DURING THE EVENING, DAYTIME EVENTS WERE NOT ANALYZED. SEE METHODOLOGY FOR DISCUSSION OF ANALYSIS HOURS AND SCENARIOS.



Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections between the ballpark and the Bay Bridge would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: What about south of the ballpark? If it’s not worse, please state as much. 

EDITED. 



Ramp Operations	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 9: Page 5.2‐13, Ramp Operations: As we previously commented, other study locations at freeway mainlines and other on‐ and off‐ramps should be added to the analysis.

THE INTERSECTION OF MARIPOSA/FOURTH WAS ADDED. 

THE RAMPS AND INTERSECTIONS COVER KEY LOCATIONS. 



Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Global comment – per 3/12 meeting, should look at 8th/Harrison as well (possible re-assignment from 5th) 

NO, AT THE 3/12 MEETING WE DISCUSSED A MITIGATION MEASURE TO GET POST-EVENT VEHICLES TO THE 8TH STREET RAMP. AT LEAST THAT IS WHAT WE WERE TALKING ABOUT. NOT ADD ANOTHER RAMP TO THE ANALYSIS.

BASED ON A RELOOK AT THE ANALYSIS, WE DETERMINED THAT DIRECTING PEOPLE TO THE 8TH STREET RAMP WOULD BE ROUNDABOUT, AND WOULD NOT NECESSARY REDUCE THE IMPACT AT THE FIFTH STREET RAMP AS THESE RAMPS MERGE ON THE FREEWAY.




			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measureds in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, Blue and Gold and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.	Comment by Albert, Peter: I think the Tiburon run is distinctly B&G, not Bay Ferry  	Comment by Albert, Peter: Does this include the 22nd Street Caltrain Station and the ferry landing(s) at AT&T Park?


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]
The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street (distance from 22nd Street?),, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and s about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Local Muni Service	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 10: Page 5.2‐16, Local Muni service: What is the current utilization of capacity on the 22 Fillmore and the T Third during the weekday PM peak, evening, and late evening? Page 5.2‐120 states that the 22 Fillmore capacity utilization is currently 89.5%; is this before the implementation of the 55 – 16th Street service? Is this before the Muni Forward (Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP)) project on 16th Street or after?

ADDITIONAL MUNI INFORMATION ADDED. 

UCSF 11: There is no information about existing vehicle travel time or vehicle queuing within Mission Bay.

VEHICLE TRAVEL TIMES AND VEHICLE QUEUING IS NOT A SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA FOR SF PLANNING DEPARTMENT. INSTEAD, SIMILAR TO UCSF, TRAFFIC IMPACTS DETERMINED THROUGH INTERSECTION AND RAMP LOS.



Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Assume 22 Fillmore to Mission Bay extension in baseline.  

OK. THIS IS THE EXISTING SERVICE, SO WE SHOULD LEAVE THIS IN.  THE 22 FILLMORE PER MUNI FORWARD IS DECRIBED BELOW.







Insert Figure 5.2-5	 - Existing Transit Network


Are there any other buses that travel around 4/king that should be listed? WE AGREED WITH MUNI THAT JUST THE TWO THAT ARE PROVIDED


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project. (renamed Muni Forward).	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Check terminology: TEP v. Muni Forward

DONE
	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Global: Direction from MTA is to call it Muni Forward throughout the document.

DONE



Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni’s Transit Effectiveness Project (TEPMuni Forward. The following changes are proposed by the TEPMuni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes, and train car length will increase for many runs from one to two cars..  When Central Subway opens in 2019, a supplemental service between the Central Waterfront (Mariposa Station) and Chinatw9on is proposed, effectively reducing T Third headways at the project site to around 4 minutes at peak periods  


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent and alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], tThe 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. The TEPMuni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction.  	Comment by Miller, Erin: Not sure if this is the right place for this, but should be described somewhere.
YEP, DOESN’T BELONG THERE.  THE TTRP IS DESCRIBED BELOW.  UPDATED THE IMPROVEMENT TO REFLECT CURRENT PROPOSALS, PUT THE ORIGINAL TWO OPTIONS IN A FOOTNOTE.
 [8:  The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street.  The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives.  The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



· Other Muni Service - The 48 and 22 lines currently terminate at 3rd Street and 20th Street, about ½ mile south of the project site.  The Muni Forward plan retains service to this terminal, but the lines serving the terminal are proposed to be the 33 and the 58.    


Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building, and during home Giants games, between Oakland/Alameda, Vallejo and AT&T Park. (discussed in more detail below).


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.  Both are served by local Muni service that also operated adjacent to the project site.  The 4th and King Caltrain Station is provided additional train service to support select special events at AT&T Park (discussed in more detail below).	Comment by Albert, Peter: Important for double-event days


Caltrain proposes to electrify its main line by 2020, which provides the system with the capacity and operating flexibility to increase frequency of service overall and specific frequencies at select stops.  Caltrain plans to consider such service changes in response to the increased demand as areas around its stations develop and densify, but specific service plan changes to the 4th and King Station and the 22nd Street Station have not yet been confirmed.       


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and the San Francisco Ferry Building. . During home Giants games, WETA provides event-specific service between Vallejo and AT&T Park, and Golden Gate Transit provides event-specific service between Larkspur and AT&T Park (both services discussed in more detail below).  


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


Local and Regional Transit Screenline Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor.  [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects.


The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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The TEP includes two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along for 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two will be selected by the SFMTA Board prior to implementation), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives in the TEP EIR. The Moderate Alternative proposes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of the Mission Bay campus site including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals at Connecticut and Missouri Streets. The Expanded Alternative includes the features listed for the Moderate Alternative as well as the conversion of a lane of a mixed-flow travel lane of traffic to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Third and Church Streets, well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Which alternative is presumed under our analysis? 

IT IS AN IN-BETWEEN. UPDATED TO REFLECT THEIR PLANNED/APPROVED SCHEME.






[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay  TMA Shuttle Routes	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 14: Page 5.2‐21, Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program: Why are the Saturday hours so limited (6 p.m. to 8 p.m.)?

PROJECT SPONSOR COORDINATED WITH THE TMA.  IF DEMAND INCREASES, THEN CAN PROVIDE MORE SERVICE.  I THINK IT IS OK FOR NOW.  

THIS COMMENT IS IN THE WRONG SECTION.

















































PLEASE MOVE FIGURE TO PAGE AFTER IT IS MENTIONED.
Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers. Table 5.2-also presents the regional transit screenline analysis for the weekday p.m. peak hour in the outbound direction.





Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN and Regional transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%





			Regional Transit Screenlines


			


			


			





			East Bay


			BART


			19,745


			22,050


			89.5%





			


			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%





			


			Ferries


			806


			1,615


			49.9%





			


			Subtotal


			22,826


			27,591


			82.7%





			North Bay


			Golden Gate Transit Buses


			1,400


			2,817


			49.7%





			


			Ferries


			971


			1,959


			49.6%





			


			Subtotal


			2,371


			4,776


			49.6%





			South Bay


			BART


			10,732


			14,910


			72.0%





			


			SamTrans


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%





			


			Caltrain


			146


			320


			45.6%





			


			Subtotal


			13,283


			18,330


			72.6%





			


			Total All Regional Screenlines


			38,480


			50,697


			75.9%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 12: Page 5.2‐6 Intersection Operations and Page 5.2‐22 Pedestrian Network: The existing roadway and pedestrian volumes were adjusted to account for the recent opening of the UCSF Mission Bay Hospitals. Instead of just adding in the project volumes from the UCSF estimates, spot checks should be done.

THE NEW UCSF FACILITIES ARE NOT FULLY OCCUPIED AND OPERATIONAL.

NEW COUNTS WERE CONDUCTED AND PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES WERE MORE OR LESS THE SAME, BUT SMALL ADJUSTMENTS WERE MADE TO REFLECT GREATER VOLUMES AT SPECIFIC CROSSWALKS.  OVERALL OUR PEDESTRIAN VOLUMES HIGHER THAN CURRENT COUNTS.




The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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








Bicycle Network	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 15: Page 5.2‐23, Bicycle Network: Is the bike path on 4th St. between 16th & Mariposa through the 4th Street public plaza included?

WILL ADD TO THE FIGURE



The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10:  	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow travel lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).






Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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








Emergency Vehicle Access	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 16: Page 5.2‐27, Emergency Vehicle Access: Emergency vehicle access to the Medical Center emergency room also can occur off Owens Street through the South Connector Road.

CLARIFIED



The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11] (Is this room for trauma – if not, clarify) NO IS NOT FOR TRAUMA. BENIOFF IN OAKLAND IS THROUGH[should we add a graphic re: emergency vehicle access? – I DON’T THINK WE SHOULD AS ANY STREET CAN BE USED FOR EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS [11:  A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medial services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



California Vehicle Code provides for the use of transit-only lanes, such as on Third Street and as proposed for 16th Street, by emergency vehicles responding to emergencies and using flashing lights and/or sirens.    


Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicated indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: UCSF will question whether this is really an addition to neighborhood parking supply (vs. specific use) 

THS IS A PUBLICLY ACCESSIBLE FACILITY, AND THEREFORE IT BELONGS IN THE DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING CONDITIONS.
	Comment by Brett Bollinger: We agreed to not assume use of the hospital parking at the 3/12 meeting.

NOT QUITE TRUE – WE AGREED TO ADD A PARKING ANALYSIS THAT DOES NOT INCLUDE ANY UCSF PARKING. 







[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities were open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at the Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off--street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 9 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 23 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 187 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with an evening SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below. THIS STATEMENT DOES NOT BELONG HERE THIS IS THE EXISTING SETTING, WILL ADD TO METHODOLOGY IF NOT ALREADY THERE.  






Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Spot checks of parking occupancies should be conducted since the opening of UCSF Hospital.

UPDATED




			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			1918%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			5995%


			4568%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			4122%


			814%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			1830%


			1835%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			1622%


			1238%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





When were the counts taken of the hospital parking – before or after it opened? AS DISCUSSED ABOVE, WAS TAKEN BEFORE, AND THEN ADJUSTED BASED ON DATA FROM THE UCSF LRDP 


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assccessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for information collected on streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday, between 9:00 a.m. and 106:00 p.m.., with Port-controlled meters in effect until 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays.. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with an evening SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) [Is this defined?. THIS IS THE DEFINITIONADDED FOOTNOTE ]regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12:  The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Explain RPP system briefly. THIS IS IT.


Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park  


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League baseball Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants baseball games regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two pre-season baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13:  	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right from onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  THIS IS BASED ON INFORAMTION FROM JERRY. I THINK IT IS JUST LIMOSREVISED. [15:  Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible off-street parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin countiesCounties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. 


· Caltrain also providesd two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game, . These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makesde all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departsed San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a n evening SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with an evening SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.Unsignalized.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound off-ramp/Owens was signalized in March 2015. [Note to reviewer: To be confirmed/revised once operational.]The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015





table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Transit Conditions. About 44 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 48 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Why do we assume transit ridership to our site would go DOWN on weekends, if it goes UP for the Giants? 

BB: SF Giants is an existing use with data collected over the years since the park opened. GSW numbers are only conservative assumptions.

THERE WAS A TYPO IN THE SUMMARY TABLE FOR THE SF GIANTS LATE EVENING GAME.  TRANSIT IS LOWER AND AUTO USAGE IS HIGHER ON WEEKENDS.  WE WILL INCLUDE THE NEW TABLE IN THE NEXT REVISION.
 [18:  Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a  SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with an evening SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with evening a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. During On days with a SF Giants games, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			6466%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			5591%


			6486%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			2764%


			1520%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			1830%


			1835%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			1523%


			7175%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans (Mission Bay North and South Infrastructure Plans? – WE DON'T BELIEVE THAT THESE ARE APPLICABLE. THEY ARE PROJECT REQUIREMENTS )	Comment by Erin Miller: Good neighbors plan as required by Entertainment Commission

CHECKED PROPOSED DESCRIPTION WITH ERIN AND SHE AGRRED THAT DOESN’T BELONG HERE.



Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.





Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes;); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: And/or crosswalks? 

NOT IN EP’S CRITERIA, BUT SHOULD ADD.



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF: It appears that the project assumes the TMP is in place, but it cannot guarantee that the TMP mode split goals are met. A sensitivity analysis should be done with different mode split levels. 

THUS THE NO TSP SCENARIO

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

ADDED TWO PLACES THAT SUBJECT TO SFMTA AND PORT COMMISSION REVIEW AND APPROVAL.





Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements.  Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements  [Does this include pending TEP modifications? NO THESE ARE ONLY THE PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS. TEP ADDRESS ELSEWHERE]


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations	Comment by Erin Miller: Need discussion about southeast parking for livery service (black car loading area)

Can we charge a tax or fee for limo parking.  

Can limos maybe use the Port lots that are slightly to the north of South Street. (P21 Parking Lot)

Leave in EIR for now… black cars on 16th street.

TO DATE DON’T HAVE INFORMATION ABOUT ADDITIONAL PORT LOTS.  UPDATED TO REFLECT NEW TMP. CHARGING TAX NOT PART OF EIR DISCUSSION. THIS IS JUST THE DESCRIPTION OF WHAT IS PROPOSED, NOT IMPACT ASSESSMENT.


	Comment by Erin Miller: Bridgeview – may be private street or publically owned and privately maintained.  
NOTED, BUT DOES NOT NEED TO BE IN THIS EIR SECTION.



The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane.  Confirm that the 1 eastbound lane on South St. @ TFB is right-turn only (as shown currently in graphic, but not described here) THAT IS NOT CORRECT. IT SHOULD BE A LEFT/RIGHT LANE. THE FIGURE NEEDS TO BE REVISED	Comment by Erin Miller: Parking timing limited by event parking

Make it a 1-hour time limit with PCOs who are not fixed post to enforce.

THIS IS A DESCRIPTION OF THE NO EVENT CONDITION.  THE TIME LIMITS WILL BE CONSISTENT WITH THE SFMTA’S PARKING PLAN. THE DETAILS RELATED TO THE TIME LIMIT DURING EVENTS CAN BE DETERMINED LATER ON.




· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street  required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.	Comment by Erin Miller: I thought I read somewhere else that it wasn’t signalized
NO WE AGREED THAT SIGNALIZED. DON'T THINK THAT HAVE IT NOT SIGNALIZED ELSEWHERE IN DOCUMENT BUT WILL CHECK




· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determinedetermined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: On-street loading zones adjacent to the arena should be clearly indicated and how these will be used should be discussed.

LOCATION OF SPACES UPDATED. DISCUSSION IS IN THE IMPACT ANALYSIS. 






Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  WE QUICKLY DISCUSED AND PARKLETS WILL NOT WORK FOR THE EVENT CONDITIONS. CAN BE ADDED LATER ON IF FOUND THAT DO NOT NEED THE CURB SPACE [21:  Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit.  This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition.  SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 






· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway.  T, and the remaining curb would be dedicated to 145 metered parking spaces. 


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 6075-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 145 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 310 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Would like to further evaluate 16th Street in some detail given the number of evetns per year and the resultant number of disruptions to the separated bike lane.    

ASSESSMENT DONE AND REMAINED THE SAME.  ADDED THAT A BICYCLE ZONE WOULD BE PROVIDED WITH CONES FOR EVENTS WHERE 16TH STREET IS CLOSED TO VEHICULAR TRAFFIC EXCEPT FOR SHUTTLES. BUT THAT DISCUSSION IS NOT IN THIS SECTION, WHICH IS THE NO EVENT CONDITION, BUT DISCUSSION OF CONDITIONS DURING EVENTS.




· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (28 29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces).	Comment by Erin Miller:  Note that meters will be included in the event parking pricing area as defined by SFMTA. – this may require further update

OK. KEEP US POSTED IF ANYTHING NEEDS TO CHANGE
 [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platformplatforms located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 	Comment by Clarke Miller: Have studies already been conducted to confirm the roadway and median offer sufficient room to install a crossover track?

HIGH LEVEL ANALYSIS FROM ENGINEERS HAVE DETERMINED THAT THERE IS ROOM, BUT LOCATION TO BE DETERMINED.



The project also proposes to include the procurement of up to four (4) light-rail vehicles to increase the Muni service capacity in response to special event demand.  	Comment by Albert, Peter: If this isn’t anywhere else, I suggest we add it here.


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


TheThe Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, theThe proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (150 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.. The exception PER CALL ON 4-9-15 THE SOUTH STREET SIDEWALK WILL BE ANALYZED AS HAVING 15 FEET = DESIGN DETAILS TO BE DEVELOPED LATER. The exceptionexceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street.  In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.	Comment by Clarke Miller: The 16’ sidewalk on Third St. includes the setback area, therefore buildings such as the Gatehouse come to that 16’ line

OOPS. MISUNDERSTOOD.REMOVED THIRD STREET FROM THE LIST OF SETBACK AREA



New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgev View Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, and Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa Street, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


As part of the proposed project, a permanent barrier would be placed within the light rail median on Third Street between 16th and South Streets to discourage pedestrians from illegally crossing Third Street and the light rail tracks at midblock.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Need to verify feasibility with MTA. 
SEE SFMTA INSERT ABOVE.



4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 89-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Iinfrastructure pPlan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Which existing bike lanes currently on TFB?  This is confusing. Which segment of TFB does this refer to, and will improvements on TFB beyond the project frontage be made as part of the project?

THE EXISTING BICYCLE LANES THAT ARE THERE

NO THESE IMPROVEMENTS ARE AS PART OF THE INFRASTRUCTURE PLAN AS STATED, AND ALSO FOLLOWS THAT THE MASTER DEVELOPER WILL BE MAKING THIS CHANGE.
 [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25:  Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



The project proposes to sponsor one bicycle-sharing station on-site that is consistent and compatible with the citywide bicycle-sharing system. 	Comment by Albert, Peter: If not elsewhere in the report, I suggest it here.


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-13 14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements. (has this been run by the TMA? YES. FROM PROJECT SPONSOR DISCUSSION WITH THE TMA)






Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			15


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 











· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees). 


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan	Comment by Miller, Erin: Please note:  MTA needs confirmation on paper that Operators will be granted access to restrooms on site.  Preferablly less busy restrooms such as in the office buildings.  We must craft an agreement for this, as we left out the cost of an operator restroom from our Capital Budget based on this assumption.

SFMTA AND PROJECT SPONSOR TO FOLLOW UP. NOT A CEQA ISSUE




In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes including increasing lLight rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni special event shuttles. would be implementedbasketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees, The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are as presented in Table 5.2-14 and Figure 5.2-10 and described below:.: 


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART  Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Pre-event, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue  Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Market Street to connect with Muni Metro and at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Caltrain/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.	Comment by Erin Miller: This may be a little bit picky, but I just find it a bit clearer to distinguish Muni Shuttles from Mission Bay Shuttles in the reference.  I defer to the author.

FINE, BUT LETS MOVE WHERE YOU PUT MUNI.
THEY ARE CALLED OUT DIFFERENTLY AND CONSISTENTLY THROUGOUT DOCUMENT



Special event shuttle service is not anticipated to be provided for daytime events.Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided. 






Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Caltrain/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 19: Page 5.2‐52, Transportation Management Plan Concert Events and Basketball Games: No PCO is planned at 4th & Mariposa Street. What if the traffic signal at 4th & Mariposa stalls traffic which PCOs at 3rd/Mariposa and I‐280/Mariposa are waving through overridden signals? Could a roving PCO be stationed at 4th/Mariposa if necessary?

IN RESPONSE TO COMMENT, A PCO WAS ADDED TO THIS LOCATION.




As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.






 Table 5.2-
Preliminary SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan FOR LArge EventS 


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles	Comment by Erin Miller: Same comment re referenceing “Muni” to distinguish from MB Shuttles

MUNI INSERTED IN WRONG LOCATION. FOR THIS TABLE ADDED TO TITLE AND TO HEADER. DON’T THINK WE NEED TO ADD IT TO THE ROUTE ITSELF. ADDED THROUGHOUT DOCUMENT.



			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015














The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events for such asa basketball games and sold-out concerts,, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions.  


[bookmark: _Toc412731495]Insert Figure 5.2-10	Proposed Project Muni Special Event Shuttles



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Concurrent Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC)  Special Events Team


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			√


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, December 2014April 2015.












Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Pages 5.2-51 through 5.2-57, Figures 5.2-12 & 5.2-13:  The demarcation and management of curb space adjacent to the arena as well as how the various types of transportation services will be coordinated need considerably more detailing.  Similar to the well-defined zone for taxis on South Street, management of curb space needs to also be better defined for other locations used by special services.  The nature of paratransit services using the space shown on Francois Blvd. needs to be explained as well as how this zone will be managed in conjunction with adjacent zones for taxis vs “black cars” or Uber-like services.  Unless other arrangements are provided and enforced, “black cars” are likely to park in these zones for extended periods, possibly for the duration of events and certainly for a period well before the conclusion of events.  The allocations of curb space appear to be reflective of basketball game conditions but do not address other events.  For example, much more curb space for private bus shuttles would be needed for convention-related events and more extensive use of “black cars” and associated complications in managing these vehicles would likely be needed for concerts. More details about how these activities will be managed are needed, particularly for post-event conditions.  The issue of how drop-offs for events by attendees prior to the driver seeking remote parking is not addressed.  There appear to be no curb treatments nor management strategy for smaller events.  Based on the complexity of these various activities and limited curb space, maintaining on-street parking on some streets across from the arena during events seems poorly advised. 

THERE IS LOTS OF CURB SPACE ADJACENT TO THE PROJECT, AND WHILE SOME REFINEMENTS WERE MADE, THE PROPOSED CURB DESIGNATIONS REMAINS SIMILAR TO THAT PRESENTED PERVIOUSLY.  SOME OF THE DETAILS NOTED WILL NEED TO BE WORKED OUT IN THE FIELD AS IMPOSSIBLE TO FIGURE OUT NOW.  
ALSO BECAUSE WE ARE ANALYZING THE BASKETBALL GAME THOSE CONDITIONS ARE PRESENTED.




The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 above presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.


Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following curb temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted.   


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).  Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340140 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles, as would a black car .[footnoteRef:26]loading/unloading zone about 200 feet in length. The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26:  Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb ofon 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.	Comment by Erin Miller: I don’t see this on the pre- or post-event curb designations on Figs 5.2-12 and 13.

REVISED. 



Concert Events and Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar, with the exception that accommodation for charter buses would be provided for concert events. 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 20: Page 5.2‐56, Concert Events and Basketball Games: The discussion of the temporary northbound lane closure on Third Street indicates that northbound traffic at this location would be directed to westbound 16th Street. What is the effect of this in combination with planned Muni Forward implementation on 16th Street (Expanded Alternative or Moderate Alternative)?

AS NOTED ABOVE, THE EXISTING CONDITIONS WILL BE REVISED TO REFLECT PLANNED BUS LANES ON 16TH STREET, AND THUS ANALYSIS WILL BE INCLUDE IN THE EIR.


UCSF 21: Page 5.2‐56, Transportation Management Plan, Concert Events and Basketball Games: Prior to the end of the event, temporary lane closures will be implemented, including northbound 3rd between Mariposa & 16th Streets, forcing northbound traffic to turn left onto westbound 16th Street – will northbound traffic turning on to westbound 16th Street be allowed to turn right (north) on 4th Street, or will they be directed to turn right (north) on 7th Street? We are concerned about traffic going north on 4th Street through the campus, unless traffic is anticipated to be light.

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ADDED IN IMPACT ANALYSIS.


	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Charter bus loading zones are not depicted on the concert graphics (Figures 6.3 and 6.5) in the TMP. Please strike or confirm source. 

REVISED.

A charter bus zone will be located along the north side of 16th Street close to Terry François Boulevard for drop-off/pick-up activity during both small events and concert events. A total of 200 feet of curb space (accommodating 2-3 buses at a time) will be available on the north side of the street between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard. No additional off-site staging for the buses is necessary or anticipated at this time.





During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· 


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street


PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there could would be more roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoodsPCOs, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.








[bookmark: _Toc412731496]Insert Figure 5.2-11	Proposed Locations of PCOs and VMSs






Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280  CORRECTED. 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge  CORRECTED


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps.CORRECTED


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535approximately 140 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as would a black carloading/unloading zone about 200 feet in length. The proposed permanent 6075-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Remote lot concept? NOT PROPOSED AS PART OF THE PROJECT.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 150 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Sshuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:




WAS MISPLACED. REVISED. 




[bookmark: _Toc412731497]



Insert Figure 5.2-12	Pre-Event Controls for Large Events






[bookmark: _Toc412731498]Insert Figure 5.2-13	Post-Event Controls for Large Events


· 
A


· :


· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Will no cars come westbound from TFB?  Is this segment of 16th Street closed before events as well?

CORRECTED. THEY CAN COME FROM ANY DIRECTION BUT MOSTLY WOULD BE FROM THE WEST AND SOUTH.

NO 16TH STREET NOT CLOSED BEFORE THE EVENT.



Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the transportation management plantTransportation mManagement pPlanplan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 23: Page 5.2‐58, Transportation Management Plan, Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and AT&T Park: Adjustments to the TMP would be made, including PCO staffing adjustments and, with 4th Street Bridge closed to northbound travel, event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry Francois Boulevard and westbound on 16th Street. This is not adequate given the amount of traffic expected. Also, will drivers going westbound on 16th Street be prohibited from turning right on 4th Street since the 4th St. bridge northbound travel will be closed?

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ADDED IN IMPACT ANALYSIS.



· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


TransportationTravel Demand Management (TDM) Strategies	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Pages 5.2-58 through 5.2-60:  Central components of TDM strategies need to include direct and indirect practices that ensure that parking facilities are actively managed and priced to discourage auto use and make transit use relatively more attractive.

SPONSOR HAS INDICATED THAT CANNOT CONTROL OTHER LOTS, SO CANNOT INCLUDE ACTIVELY MANAGING PRICING AS PART OF THE PROPOSED TMP.  HAS BEEN ADDED AS MITIGATION MEASURES.



The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees include:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27]  [27:  In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary to ensure that the average employee auto mode share for the office, retail and event center uses does not exceed the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, which as an average for 2012, 2013 and 2014 is currently at 27 percent. Potential transportation demand strategies to meet the 27 percent auto mode share may include providing transit subsidies for employees and setting parking rates for employees at or above the market rate to discourage driving to work. This measure shall run with the land and bind all tenants and successors in interest for the life of the project.


The auto mode share for all employees at the project site (i.e., event center, office, retail, and restaurant employees) shall be determined annually, based on employee surveys that shall be conducted annually, at no cost to the City. The annual employee surveys shall commence within two years of opening of the South Street Tower and 16th Street Tower buildings, and, once started, shall continue for a period of twenty years. OCII or its designee may adjust the target auto mode share to meet the average Mission Bay auto mode share based on the most recent data available from the transportation surveys conducted annually by the Mission Bay TMA in consultation with the SFMTA. In any year that the annual employee surveys indicate that the auto mode share percentage exceeds 27 percent, or the OCII or its designee-adjusted mode share to reflect the average employee auto mode share for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area, the project sponsor shall pay to SFMTA $75,000 (in FY 2015 dollars adjusted by CPI) within 60 days following the completion of the survey. These funds would be used by SFMTA solely for transportation demand management or transit improvements related to Mission Bay, as determined by SFMTA. [Note to reviewers: Based on CPMC Development Agreement requirement. Subject to change by OEWD.]


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


	Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50 for non-senior, able-bodied adults) into the cost of all ticketed events. 	Comment by Albert, Peter: Today, youth/seniors are free.  This is a temporary arrangement – but perhaps some recognition that the fare is discounted for youth (under 18) or seniors should be here if the free pass program for these groups is disbanded.  


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events.  


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors.  


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]    Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 






· Participate in Commuter Check Program, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Notify employeesAllow employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent possible.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF: Page 5.2‐58, TDM Strategies: “Allow employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent possible.” This is not an option for Event Center employees.
THE MEASURE IS AN OPTION FOR OFFICE EMPLOYEES.


· 


· 


· 


· 


· 


· 


· 





·  that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles, and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Promote useof the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces – valet operations during events only).  Can arena employees use the room when no event? YES.


· 


· Encourage all employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· 


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees in office buildings and retail uses on-site.


· Sponsor Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for event center employee use.


· Support Ridesharing Program – Participate in free-to-employees ride-matching program through  HYPERLINK "http://www.511.org" www.511.orgwww.511.org.


· Provide Emergency Ride Home Program – Participate in the emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco ((www.sferh.org). 


· Organize and publicize promotions such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


· Encourage carpooling and vanpooling by designating/reserving some on-site garage parking spaces for employees who use those modes.


· Encourage employees to choose electric vehicles (EVs) over gas-fueled autos by designating/reserving some on-site garage parking spaces for EVs and providing charging equipment.


· Program additional on-site amenities (fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday. 


· 


TDM strategies for retail, restaurant and event center visitors include: 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Pages 5.2-60 & 5.2-61:  A fairly comprehensive treatment is needed regarding the basis for the supplemental transit services that are assumed to be integral to the project as well as for the modal shares assumed in the analysis.  Some aspects of this discussion are fairly straightforward, e.g., additional pm peak period transit service cannot be provided because of the unavailability of equipment or drivers.  The frequency of T-line service may be constrained by operational constraints.  The bases for the levels of supplemental transit shuttles during the evening period immediately prior to events and for post-event conditions need to be explained so that this can be clearly understood.  To the extent that the amount of transit shuttle services is constrained by operational issues, these should be explained.  The reasoning supporting the interplay between the amount of supplemental transit services provided and the modal shares assumed needs to be transparent.  If the conclusion is going to be that additional transit services are neither practical nor feasible and unlikely to favorably affect modal shares due to the location of this facility and the primary hours for events, the grounding to support this conclusion needs to be embedded in the explanations supporting the supplemental levels of transit service that will be provided.  Finally, some documentation that supports available financing of supplemental transit services should be provided. 
SOME ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ADDED TO SERVICE PLAN AND TRAVEL DEMAND DISCUSSION.






· Reward patrons arriving via transit with implementation options that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, or access to a “fast-track” security line. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Establish a partnership to brand Clipper Cards and/or transit stops and stations near the project site to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process.


· Reward patrons of the bike valet with implementation options that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, or access to a “fast-track” security line. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· 


· 


· 





· 


· 


Promote transit access to the project site by providing :


· interactive trip-planning tool, transit maps, with recommended stops/stations for accessing sitebest routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Provide these on the event center web site, on websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract), and mobile app. Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens) post-event. 


· Utilize TVs and other screens inside the event center building to display real time transit information and prominent comparisons between transportation choices available to employees and visitors to the event center. Emphasize transit’s lower-cost and greater sustainability as compared with private autos.


· Play recorded announcements during halftime (for games) or between opening and main acts (for concerts), and as event center attendees exit the building, to notify visitors of non-auto travel options home, including real time transit and shuttle departure times. 


· Provide additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and coordinating displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Increase fees for parking on-site during events.


· 


· Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site and mobile application.Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. 


· Promote transit and bicycle information on event site website, event apps, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.





· 


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· Provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas in both major plazas for peak events that experience bicycle storage demands that exceed the 300 space enclosed valet facility.


· 


· 


· 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking on-site.	Comment by Paine, Carli: What does this mean?
CITY TO FINALIZE WITH GSW/



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:30] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [30: ] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to disseminating information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private auto, and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 24: Page 5.2‐60, Monitoring, Refinement and Performance Standards: Field monitoring should not expire after the first two years of operation, and instead should be conducted in subsequent years until buildout of the Mission Bay South area is completed. Visitor surveys should be conducted on an annual basis as well.
FIELD MONITORING EXPANDED TO FOUR YEARS.  AS INDICATED IN THE EIR, SURVEYS WOULD BE CONDUCTED ANNUALLY.


COMMUNICATION, WHICH IS PART OF THE TMP WAS ADDED BACK IN. UNCLEAR WHY IT WAS DELETED.




The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods includeing field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereaftersubsequent year of operations. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of Ensure that, on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 25: The performance standards of 53% auto mode share for event attendees and 48% auto mode share for employees and visitors (no event scenario) seem very high and easily attainable. How were these determined? Even with the attainment of these performance standards, significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts would result, and parking demand would not be accommodated. We would infer that adherence to the performance standard would not go far enough in preventing and reducing congestion. Therefore, we recommend that the performance standards be strengthened to improve the effectiveness of the TMP and to reduce the traffic impacts of the project.

NOTED. SEE ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION IN METHODOLOGY/



· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Auto Mode Share:Ensure that, on average, all employees and visitors for a no-event scenario do not exceed a 48 percent auto mode share for a weekday evening (4:00 to 6:00 p.m.) 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into to the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:31] following an event, if desired. 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF: Page 5.2‐61: The Transit Mode Share performance standard of boarding within Muni 45 minutes seems long. What is the basis of this standard? The practical result of this performance standard is that an event attendee taking the T‐Third and transferring to BART late at night when trains to the East Bay run only every 20 minutes could be facing a two hour transit trip home. This is likely to result in more persons shifting to vehicles, and this should be analyzed.

SEE NEW FOOTNOTE. NOT AN UNREASONABLE AMOUNT OF TIME.
 [31:  The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop.  It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase the Golden State Warriors contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation.


· Designate satellite parking locations near transit stops and incentivize patrons to switch modes.


· Establish a partnershipwith a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Introduce a charter bus/private shuttle program for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events.


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni passenger staging areas.Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, and transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 27: Page 5.2‐62, Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology: “In the case of sporting events, the expected attendance would depend on the interest in competing teams. . .” Warriors’ games have been sold out for years at Oracle Arena regardless of the opponent.

CLARIFIED THAT DISCUSSION IS FOR NON-GSW EVENTS



This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which about up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, /civic, and /other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sportings event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:32] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [32: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert.. THIS COMMENT DOES NOT BELONG HERE BECAUSE THIS IS JUST A DESCRIPTION OF THE ATTENDANCE LEVELS, NOT THE NUMBER OF EVENTS, THAT DISCUSSION IS FURTHER DOWN IN THIS SECTION, AND INCLUDES THE PLAYOFFS. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Global comment: Perhaps this should be called a “Basketball Game/Concert scenario” throughout the following, given the public scrutiny on third party events. Notating that it “also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert” gets somewhat confusing with the discussion on the following page (states that concerts are not explicitly studied b/c conditions for a basketball game will be worse). 
THE ANALYSIS ASSUMPTIONS ARE FOR A BASKETBALL GAME. AND BASKETBALL GAME WOULD NOT NECESSARILY BE WORSE THAN A CONCERT.  THE PARAGRAPH DOES STATE THAT BASKETBALL GAME REFLECTS COONDITIONS FOR A CONCERT. FOOTNOTE ADDED PER DISCUSSION.






Analysis Periods


Four Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project.  In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, Four three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts, three analysis periods,. in addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour. These three additional analysis hours scenarios were selected to address impacts of the event center (i.e., per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco). Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-176 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


Table 5.2-1617
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour  


(4 p.m. – 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


(6 p.m. – 8  p.m.)


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


  (9 p.m. – 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


(7 p.m. – 9 p.m.)





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday p.m. peak hour period (the peak hour of the from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak period hour (the peak hour of the from 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


· The weekday late evening peak period hour (the peak hour of the from 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour period (the peak hour of the from 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shoesshows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrateindicate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See previous comment. May require clarification to verify an adequate analysis. This comes up again later in the analysis (discussion of the special event transit service).
NOTED. CLARIFIED.




The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-187 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-1718
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.








It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC








Transit Analysis Methodology	Comment by Erin Miller: Update to include 22 Filmore as the baseline.  Julie

ADDED HERE



The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street bus routes that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street bus routes and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street bus routes and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project sitetowards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus /55 16th Street routes and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:33]  [33:  Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Any way to imbed this above the Bicycle heading? Would improve the flow of reading. 

YES, SHOULD BE RELOCATED. SOME OTHER TABLES TOO.



			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including, bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair preclude adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:34] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [34: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 28: Page 5.2‐70, Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions: In the discussion regarding conditions without implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is stated that only the Basketball Game scenario is the representative worst‐case scenario. Why is the Basketball Game scenario worse than the concurrent Giants Game scenario? 

BECAUSE ONLY A LIMITED NUMBER OF THE EVENTS AT THE PROPOSED EVENT CENTER WOULD OVERLAP WITH SF GIANTS GAME. I.E.,BETWEEN 30 AND 40 OF THE 200-PLUS PROPOSED EVENTS.



The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without Iimplementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-1615, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:35] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is not consistent with subsequent statements in the impact section. AS stated here, funding IS identified. 

I DON’T SEE WHERE SUBSEQUENT SECTIONS SAY THAT FUNDING IS NOT AVAILABLE.  JUST WHAT IF FUNDING WAS NOT AVAILABLE.

FOUND REFRENCE IN MITIGATION MEASURE WHERE WE SAY THAT FUNDING IS NOT DEDICATED, AND THEREFRE MITIGATION MEASURE IS INFEASIBLE.  I DON’T BELIEVE FUNDING HAS BEEN IDENTIFIED FOR SERVICE IN ADDITION TO WHAT IS IN THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN, AND THEREFORE THE STATEMENTS REGARDING THE MITIGATION MEASURES ARE ACCURATE.

 [35: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:	Comment by Erin Miller: I may very well be wrong, but I’m reading the following bullet points to sum up to 39 potential overlapping events.  

THE 39 IS THE “AS MANY AS 40” UPPER MAX
32 = 2+10+10+7+3
39 = 5+10+14+7+3



· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October and through mid- April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.	Comment by Erin Miller:  Up to ~ 5 events
NO - 2, WITH 5 THE UPPER MAX



· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated could to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Up to ~10
10, UPPER MAX 10



· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Up to ~14
NO - 10, UPPER MAX 14



· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.	Comment by Erin Miller: Up to ~7
7, UPPER MAX 7


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated about 3 overlapping events.	Comment by Erin Miller: Up to ~3
3, UPPER MAX 3


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:36] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [36: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 


However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:37] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I presume citations for all of the above are contained in the final travel demand memo. We may want to notate that here (or reference the appropriate appendix).

THEY ARE; REFERENCED THE MEMO.
 [37: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping concurrent SF Giants evening baseball game at AT&T Park.


Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			0%1%


			01%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:38] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [38:  A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 



The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand- alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 	Comment by Clarke Miller: Please add a reminder of the definition of person trips as a footnote.

ADDED ABOVE.



No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour  





			Evening Peak Hour 





			Late Evening Peak Hour 





			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 








			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


Mode splits for basketball game attendee trips were based in part on weekday and Saturday game attendance data at AT&T Park collected by the SF Giants in the fall 2012. For basketball game attendees, the mode split obtained from the SF Giants survey data was adjusted in consultation with the SFMTA to better represent a more limited transit access and longer walking distances from downtown to the project site, as compared to AT&T Park, which is located about 0.6 miles closer to the Market Street corridor (i.e., a portion of transit and walk trips were shifted to auto trips). For example, it was assumed that the overall auto usage for a basketball game at the proposed project site would be between 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), compared to 38 and 42 percent, respectively, at AT&T Park, while overall transit usage would be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent at AT&T Park. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips outside of San Francisco to transit trips. The adjusted mode split for basketball game attendee trips assumes that the project would include a transit operations plan for additional Muni service as well as increased Mission Bay TMA shuttle service during basketball game.  ALSO ADDED ABOVE.The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:39] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [39:  The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking.  The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles.  


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone applicationapp--based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. . The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Global revision, see comment above. Only corrected in select (illustrative) locations for now. 

NO. NOT THE EDIT THAT WAS DISCUSSED, AND NOT CORRECT.




· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour.  
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 





			Evening Peak Hour 





			Late Evening Peak Hour 





			Evening Peak Hour








			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event fix cells in chart ESA


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 





			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 





			Evening Peak Hour 








			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March November 20145. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 





			Evening Peak Hour 





			Late Evening Peak Hour 





			Evening Peak Hour








			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See question at start of chapter: AT&T analysis assumes INCREASED transit mode share on weekends. What’s different about the GSW site?  

THE AT&T SITE ONLY INCLUDES BASEBALL FANS.  THIS DATA INCLUDES THE ENTIRE PROJECT.  IN ANY EVENT, THERE ARE MORE AUTO TRIPS TO AT&T AS WELL.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 29: Page 5.2‐82, Mode of Travel – Convention event: The text states that 919 p.m. peak vehicle trips are fewer than weekday p.m. peak vehicle trips for a basketball game. This is not true. Table 5.2‐24 shows 886 p.m. peak vehicle trips for Basketball Game, which are less than 919 p.m. peak vehicle trips for convention events. 

TRUE.  THE ORIGINAL STATEMENT REFERRED TO PRIVATE AUTO TRIPS, BUT THE 919 VEHICLE TRIPS ALSO INCLUDES SHUTTLE BUSES AND TAXIS (WHICH ARE COUNTED TWICE ARRIVING AND DEPARTING), WHICH IS HIGHER THAN THE VEHICLES DURING THE BASKETBALL GAME.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by as convention events would have both a lower event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for a basketball game) and a higher non-automobile event-only mode share (70 percent transit/other mode for a convention event during the p.m. peak hour, as compared to 57 percent transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the p.m. peak hour).


Vehicle Assignment	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 30: Page 5.2‐82, Vehicle Assignment: As stated above, the analysis assumes that UCSF parking facilities would be available for the proposed project. UCSF parking facilities are constructed first and foremost for the purpose of serving UCSF’s physicians, faculty, staff, patients, students and visitors. Given that we only recently opened our Mission Bay Hospitals and that the UCSF campus is still being developed, we do not yet have a complete understanding of our actual parking needs and are conducting analyses of parking demand and supply to determine what, if any, UCSF parking would be available to Event Center patrons. Even in the evening and late evening hours, we are experiencing a demand for parking. We can provide the City with updated parking occupancy information. We request that the transportation analysis be supplemented with a scenario that assumes no UCSF parking would be available for the proposed project and accordingly deducts current UCSF parking occupancy from existing area‐wide demand.

AN ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS ADDED TO THE PARKING DISCUSSION FOR CONDITIONS WITHOUT ANY UCSF PARKING FACILITIES.
TRAFFIC ANALYSIS NOT EVISED; CONSISTENT WITH METHODOLOGY WILL CONTINUE TO ASSUME THAT VEHICLES WILL ARRIVE AND PARK IN MB



The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles.  ADDED INSERT FROM EXISTING CONDITIONS WHICH WAS NOT IN THE CORRECT LOCATION.


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping concurrent SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area NO BUT IS DISCUSSED IN IMPACT ANALYSIS SECTION,, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	-Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event	Comment by Clarke Miller: Graphic should be updated to remove the existing portion of TFB that follows the coastline adjacent to the site

CORRECTED.







[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B  - 	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event	Comment by Clarke Miller: Graphic should be updated to remove the existing portion of TFB that follows the coastline adjacent to the site

CORRECTED.










Insert Figure 5.2-14C  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F  - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:40] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the basketball gameevening events and restaurant  [40: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.] 




 


uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:41] [41: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game  and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game  


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game.  NOT NECESSARILY, ADDITIONAL LANGUAGE TO BE ADDED.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Yes. Globally we need to instead refer to these events as max capacity.

NOT CORRECT. WE SHOULD INCLUDE STATEMENTS THAT CONCERTS WOULD BE SIMILAR TO THE ANALYSIS FOR THE BASKETBALL GAME, BUT IT ISN’T THE SAME.



Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Same comment as earlier in the section – terminology throughout (see redlines in this paragraph and the paragraph above) gives the impression that these additional measures would not also be taken to manage arena concerts of 14K+

NOT CORRECT.  WE ARE NOT REVISING DISCUSSION OF BASKETBALL GAME TO BE BASKETBALL GAME/CONCERT.




The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, as though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently provide do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-298 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.2-30 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number 





OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-114	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, February 2015May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-116	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, February 2015May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-115	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, February 2015May 2015  Subject to Revision


Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.















Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan a,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
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Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.


4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line this line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Please confirm this isn’t intended to say 2018.

THE HOME PAGE OF THE CENTRAL SUBWAY WEBSITE SAYS:

“Construction of the subway tunnel and stations will commence in 2013 and continue through 2017. The Central Subway segment of the T Third Line is slated to open to the public in 2019.”




Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom One-way Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.	Comment by Erin Miller: Do we know what it looks like with the 2-way options.  I think that is what it will be eventually… one way or another if the community has anything to say about it!

DIRECTION FROM EP HAS TO USE THE ONE-WAY OPTION FOR ALL CUMULATIVE ANALYSES – AS IT IS THE MORE REALISTIC OPTION FOR THE NEAR FUTURE ANYWAY.  THE CENTRAL SOMA PLAN IS UNDER ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND THE EIR WILL COME OUT AFTER GSW, SO COMMUNITY WILL HAVE A CHANGE TO PROVIDE INPUT THERE. IF IT COMES UP IN A COMMENT, I THINK WE CAN PROVIDE A DISCUSSION OF HOW UNLIKELY TO CHANGE THE CONDITIONS IN THE PROJECT VICINITY.
there a key map of SF Superidisctricts?  one that will cument for reviewing purposese)?ranportation bike lane immediately adjace


Transit Effectiveness Project (TEPMuni Forward). As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, the TEPMuni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity of the lines as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within the recommended Muni ForwardTEP). 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Please clarify which alternative (moderate/intensive) the analysis assumes. 

FOR SERVICE IMPROVEMENTS, THE TEP/MUNI FORWARD DID NOT INCLUDE OPTIONS.  MODERATE AND EXPANDED ALTERNATIVES ONLY FOR THE TTRP IMPROVEMENTS, WHICH WAS DESCRIBED AND ASSUMED FOR THE EXISTING BASELINE.




Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP (i.e., Muni Forward), the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) and Golden Gate Transit ferry service, and the expansion of BART into the South Bay. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 	Comment by Erin Miller: And DTX?

THE SFCTA CONFIRMED THAT IT IS INCLUDED IN THE 2040 MODEL USED IN THE ANALYSIS.

FROM THE BAY AREA ALLIANCE'S WEBSITE
The Transbay Transit Center (bus terminal and train box) is under construction. The tunnel from 4th & King to Transbay has received environmental clearance but has yet to be funded. The City of San Francisco has proposed to apply for federal “New Starts” fund for the Caltrain/HSR extension after the Central Subway project, which the city has earlier applied “New Starts” for.






Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction	Comment by Miller, Erin: Reviewers:

Camron Samii
Brian Dusseault 
Ricardo Olea

NOTED

	Comment by Miller, Erin: Reviewers:

Camron Samii
Brian Dusseault 
Ricardo Olea
‘
NOTED
	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 31: Page 5.2‐97, Project Construction Impacts: UCSF has concerns regarding construction truck routing onto 16th Street, and would like to discuss expected timing of implementation of Muni Forward on 16th Street.

NOTED. BUT IT IS THE MOST DIRECT WAY TO AND FROM THE SITE, SIMILAR TO WHAT IT WAS FOR BUILDING UCSF FACILITIES. 
DISCUSSION OF IMPLEMENTATION OF MUNI FORWARD ADDED TO THE BASELINE CONDITIONS.


UCSF 32: As we commented previously, the lack of contractor parking is of concern. The project sponsor should be required to develop and implement a construction worker transportation
and parking plan.

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR PLAN ADDED TO IMPROVEMENT MEASURE.




Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, (the Blue Book), including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:42] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Who is this? Chris G?, Brian D?

WE DON’T NEED TO KNOW THE SPECIFIC PEOPLE. THIS IS THE GROUP THAT SFMTA HAS TOLD US TO INCLUDE IN THE CONSTRUCTION DISCUSSION RELATED TO COORDINATION WITH SFMTA.
 [42: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:43]  [43:  	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.


Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Construction; Clark Joint VentureConstruction, 2014	Comment by Clarke Miller: Global change that this entity is called Mortenson Clark Joint Venture

OK. 









The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Tower cranes would be sized and used as appropriate in consideration of UCSF emergency helicopter flight paths. As noted above, the construction contractor would be responsible for complying with all federal code, rules, and regulations, including those related to operation of the tower crane in the vicinity of helicopter flight paths. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Construction Staging

ASSUME THAT NOTE TO SELF.
	Comment by Erin Miller: Will there be an alternative staging are if this occurs before construction is complete?

SPONSOR AND OCII CONFIRMED AT MEETING THAT BULK OF EVENT CENTER HAPPENS FIRST, THEN ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS, SO ALTERNATE STAGING NOT NEEDED. 



During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. [Reviewers: To be confirmed.] Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.	Comment by Miller, Erin: PW BSM, MTA Brian Dusseault, other

ASSUME NOTE TO SELF
	Comment by Miller, Erin:  Brian Dusseault

 ASSUME NOTE TO SELF




Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. [Note to Reviewer: Would like to add if access to the Bay Trail would be remain open during construction of the Bayfront Park, or state that the existing Bay Trail is a temporary facility, and would be replaced as part of the Bayfront Park construction. OCII is following up.]


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period).entrance into the project site would be on 16th Street at the reconfigured right-of-way of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and trucks would exit the project site on South Street at Terry Francois Boulevard. The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 	Comment by Clarke Miller: GSW’s general contractor has expressed interest in multiple ingress/egress points for truck access to the construction site. GSW will get a revised site plan which shows the locations.

UPDATED PER NEW INFORMATION FROM SPONSOR.



Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Is this to say expressly that trucks will not exit at the ramp to King Street?  Or is that already not permitted, and so doesn’t require to be called out?

TRUCKS ARE PERMITTED TO USE THE KING STREET RAMPS.  THESE ARE JUST ALTERNATE ROUTES, AND IT MIGHT BE EASIER TO GO SOUTH. THIS IS NOT MEANT TO RESTRICT ROUTING ONTO SIXTH, JUST THE LOGICAL AND MOST DIRECT ROUTES WITHOUT SENDING TRUCKS THROUGH LOCAL STREETS.



Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platforms and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platforms would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street to accommodate, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.	Comment by Clarke Miller: My understanding is only the NB platform will be extended.

RIGHT. INITITALLY WE BELIEVED THAT BOTH PLATFORMS WERE BEING EXTENDED. AND THAT STILL MIGHT NEED TO BE THE CASE ONCE WE COMPLETE THE PLATFORM ASSESSMENT

	Comment by Clarke Miller: Seems excessive

THIS INFORMATION IS FROM SFMTA.
ERIN TO CHECK AGAIN.
	Comment by Miller, Erin: Transit pls review

ASSUME NOT TO SELF AND WAS REVIEWED.



As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to the a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawideareawide parking conditions.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Can designation of parking for workers be a requirement of Improvement Measure?

YES.. ADDED TO IMPROVEMENT MEASURE.



It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. ADDED SOME DISCUSSION, AND REFERED TO CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects, would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates	Comment by Miller, Erin: Hi Erin,

Regarding this section - the project will need  to do more than is listed to include accommodate transit operations on the street, maintain walkways and traffic lanes, and potentially posting of PD/PCOs/flaggers for some phases of the work if sidewalks and roadways and transit affected. Parking loss may also become an area of concern.  This may become more complex  when proposed legislation at BOS institutes the requirement [for contractors] to prepare a parking plan.

TRUE. THIS ALL GETS WORKED OUT POST ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.

BRIAN DUSEAULLT


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor could prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, tThe project sponsor/construction contractor(s) should shall also meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations (not anticipated, but if determined necessary) and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk  and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers in the Construction Management Plan (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 





Construction Worker Parking Plan  - As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


	


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 36: Page 5.2‐99,100,103 Traffic Impacts ‐ Without Giants Game –Basketball Game – 15% of the p.m. peak vehicle trips were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. As we indicated, an analysis should be added to determine impacts if UCSF parking were not available to Warriors’ patrons. With this analysis, would more significant traffic impacts occur? 

ADDITIONAL PARKING SCENARIO ADDED. SEE PARKING INFORMATION DISCUSSION AT THE END.



Traffic Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 33: Page 5.2‐99+, Traffic Impacts: At times the intersection level of service (LOS) results are somewhat counterintuitive, with plus project conditions better than no project conditions.

IN SOME INSTANCES OVERALL INTERSECTION DELAY DECREASES IF THE PROJECT ADDS VEHICLES TO THE NON-CRITICAL MOVEMENT THAT HAS LOW DELAY.  SINCE THE OVERALL INTERSECTION DELAY IS A WEIGHTED AVERAGE, ADDITIONAL VEHICLES WOULD LOWER THE OVERALL INTERSECTION DELAY.  

UCSF 34: We assume that parking control officers (PCOs) were placed at intersections that are known to be or presumed to be problematic without the presence of a PCO. Therefore, at study intersections where PCOs would be present, the project should automatically be considered to have a significant impact. As the significance conclusions are based on LOS and delays, experience suggests that the presence of PCOs at failing intersections assists in minimizing vehicle/pedestrian conflicts, but does not eliminate, and actually may exacerbate delays for both vehicles and pedestrians.

NOT ALWAYS TRUE. ONE OF THE PURPOSES OF PCO IS TO ASSIST IN MOVING TRAFFIC THROUGH THE INTERSECTION AND MOST IMPORTANTLY PREVENT CROSS-STREET BLOCKAGES.  LOS ANALYSES WERE CONDUCTED FOR LOCATIONS WERE PCOS WOULD BE LOCATED AS PART OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT (AS COUNTS WERE COLLECTED WITHOUT PCOS), BUT CANNOT BE PERFORMED FOR LOCATIONS WERE PCOS ARE PRESENT AS PART OF THE GIANTS MANAGEMENT PLAN (I.E., ALREADY MANAGED BY PCOS) FOR METHODOLOGICAL REASONS.

UCSF 35: The analysis does not account for the effects of drivers circulating around looking for available on‐street parking or cheaper off‐street parking. All vehicles are directly assigned to their respective facility. This substantially underestimates the effect of the project. Although this analysis is not standard, it should be considered given the magnitude of the parking shortfalls.

AS INDICATED BY THE COMMENTER, THE ANALYSIS OF AROUND THE BLOCK CIRCULATION IS NOT STANDARD.  NONETHELESS, IT IS ACCOUNTED FOR TO SOME EXTENT BY THE FACT THAT ALL PROJECT VEHICLES ARE ASSUMED TO DRIVE INTO THE MISSION BAY AREA PROPER, WHILE IN REALITY SOME MIGHT DECIDE TO PARK FURTHER AWAY WHERE PARKING MIGHT BE CHEAPER.  PAST EXPERIENCE INDICATES THAT EVENT PARKING RATES ARE SET BY OPERATORS AS A FUNCTION OF THE EXPECTED ATTENDANCE, DISTANCE TO THE EVENT LOCATION AND RATES CHARGED BY COMPETING NEARBY FACILITIES.  GIVEN THE EXPECTED PARKING SUPPLY AND LOCATIONS, IT IS REASONABLE TO EXPECT THAT ALL FACILITIES WITHIN MB BEING FAIRLY CLOSE TO WOULD CHARGE COMPARABLE RATES.  AS NOTED IN THE PARKING SUPPLY/DEMAND TABLES (5.2-61 AND 5.2-62) THERE ARE NO SUBSTANTIAL PARKING SHORTFALLS ENVISIONED WITH THE PROJECT, AS LONG AS EXISTING FACILITIES CURRENTLY CLOSED AFTER 7 PM OR ON SATURDAYS REMAIN OPEN.  THUS, NOT MUCH “CIRCLING THE BLOCK” IS TO BE EXPECTED. 




Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not result in a ny significant impacts at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16ths. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. Aall other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and wouldand would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:44] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [44: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 







table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


The intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound off-ramp/Owens was signalized in March 2015. [Note to reviewer: To be confirmed/revised once operational.]


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing ntersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. The intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound off-ramp/Owens was signalized in March 2015. [Note to reviewer: To be confirmed/revised once operational.]


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Convention Event Scenario	Comment by Miller, Erin: Lot A:  What about during a Giants game and/or after the site is developed?

THIS DISCUSSION IS FOR CONDITIONS WITHOUT A SF GIANTS GAME. DISCUSSION OF AFTER THE SITE IS DEVELOPED IS IN CUMULATIVE.





The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. On the other handHowever, becausesince the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the intersection LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The , for which the Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center, were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and exitingexisting parking occupancy. During For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots..[footnoteRef:45].[footnoteRef:46] The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois /South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/ Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa.  THIS TYPE OF INFORMATION IS IN THE ASSUMPTIONS SECTION, AND DOES NOT BELONG HERE IN THE IMPACT RESULTS. [45: ]  [46: ] 



1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention EventBasketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the intersection LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS.  T, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.	Comment by Miller, Erin: TRANSIT

OK 




1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. T, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant. At the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/Mariposa (PCO location), the eastbound approach would operate at LOS F conditions, however, peak hour signal warrants would not be met, and traffic impacts at this intersection would not be considered significant..


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north.  Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Westbound bicycles would be allowed to access 16th Street, even though existing bike lanes will be blocked by Muni 16th Street BART Station Shuttle staging.

THIS DISCUSSION IS IN BICYCLE IMPACTS. NO CHANGE NEEDED HERE




1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. At the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/Mariposa (PCO location), the eastbound approach would operate at LOS F conditions, however, peak hour signal warrants would not be met, and traffic impacts at this intersection would not be considered significant.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at sevenix study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie: 
27 Bryant
Is there anything we can do for 27 Bryant such as boarding island?

DISCSSED THIS WITH JULIE. LEFT AS IS.  CENTRAL SOMA REVISING NETWORK ON BRYANT CONSIDERING BUSES.



1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Eventspermanent guide signage advising attendees to take a particular route to the event, combined with clear identification of parking locations and entrances. For example, drivers arriving from the north could be directed towards Lot A (when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park), the 450 South Street garage, UCSF 1650 Third Street garage, and towards the South Street entrance of the project site garage; drivers arriving from the west could be directed towards UCSF’s Community Center garage (1625 Owens Street) and the 16th Street entrance of the project site garage; and drivers arriving from the south could be advised to use the UCSF Medical Centre garage via Owens Street, or travel on Mariposa and Illinois Streets to access the project site garage 16th Street entrance. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Be consistent with SFMTA Parking Section standards. 

NEVER HEARD OF THESE.  I DON'T THINK IT IS CRITICAL FOR THE MITIGATION MEASURE.


LAUREN


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:47]  These strategies could include the following: [47:  Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services to reduce overall vehicle trips as demonstrated by car-sharing advantages over reliance on private automobiles, and to reduce excessive vehicle circulation due to uncertain parking availability.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:48] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [48:  The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.
] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to participate regularly in and notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.	Comment by Albert, Peter: Per Erin, good idea to help with facilitating needed coordination and provide community point of access


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The project sponsor to work with the SFMTA to determine the feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a roundtrip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. SPONSOR ADDED TO TMP SO DELETED HERE.


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased Caltrain, North Bay ferry and bus service.	Comment by Albert, Peter: More than just longer trains, see above


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


· 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional PCOs during Events


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive.


Mitigation Measures M-TR-2a: Areawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center and M-TR-2b: AMitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, eEven with implementation of these measures, however, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the sevenix intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Miller, Erin: For events of all sizes, the final number of PCOs will be determined based on an assessment of the event, and anticipated need by the SFMTA Enforcement Manager.  This could be stated as a matter of fact for all events to alieve concerns. 
THIS TYPE OF DISCUSSION IS IN THE TMP AND SUMMARY OF TMP

Do you mean additional to the 17 number used for large events? YES.





Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  Is this happening?

THERE IS A SECTION ON THEIR WEBSITE.  I DON’T THINK THERE ARE KIOSKS THROUGHOUT MISSION BAY.



FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.5047i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e -– 47ij, and E.49 and E.50 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)	Comment by Miller, Erin: Why aren’t PCOs a mitigation?  We know that they help at these ramp access intersections?

NO. PCOS CANNOT AFFECT RAMP MERGE AND DIVERGE OPERATIONS. PCOS FOR INTERSECTIONS ONLY AND INCLUDED IN IMPACT TR-2.



	Comment by Miller, Erin: What is the “cost” to developers who bring SU impacts to the City?  Shouldn’t some improvement measure, at the least, be required?

CEQA DOES NOT LOOK AT THE COSTS. IMPROVEMENT MEASURES PROPOSED WHERE THERE ARE NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS.
EP CAN PROVIDE YOU ADDITIONAL CEQA INFORMATION REGARDING MITIGATION MEASURES VERSUS IMPROVEMENT MEASURES. 



Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Is this available?

YES, YOU SHOULD HAVE IT



No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Pages 5.2-82 through 5.2-85, 5.2-113 & 5.2-155, Figures 5.2-14A & 5.2-14B, Tables 5.2-36, 5.2-37, 5.2-48 & 5.2-49:  Conditions for I-280 ramps look unreasonably favorable, particularly for NB off-ramp before games and for SB on-ramp after games.  In contrast to post-game conditions for Giants games that redirect most vehicles away from Mariposa Street, Mariposa Street, its I-280 ramps, and parallel streets are more likely to be used for arena events and traffic LOS findings appear unreasonably favorable.  If the routings shown in Figure 5-3 of “Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center” have not been utilized, this needs to be explained.  For example, post-event drivers destined for US 101 South are not likely to travel out-of-direction north on Seventh Street to reach Harrison Street freeway on-ramps, as suggested in Figure 5-3.  Many of these drivers are more likely to use some combination of Sixteenth, Seventeenth and/or Mariposa Streets after events to reach Potrero Avenue in order to reach the US 101 South on-ramp at Chavez.  Figures 5.2-14A & 5.2-14B should indicate the likelihood that drivers would use combinations of Sixteenth Street, Mariposa Street, and Seventeenth Street through and beyond Potrero Hill for access to/from the south and for San Francisco origins/destinations.

ALL OF THE RAMP MERGE AND DIVERGE ANALYSIS WAS CHECKED. REMEMBER THAT THESE ARE THE CONDITIONS ON THE FREEWAY, NOT ON THE STREET.

THE PATHS IN THE TMP WERE NOT USED, INSTEAD PLEASE REFER TO THE PATHS IN THE EIR. THE TMP WAS REVISED TO SUPPOSEDLY BE CONSISTENT WITH THE EIR ANALYSIS.  YOUR COMMENTS ARE NOTED, AND THE TRAFFIC ANALYSIS DOES NOT ASSUME THE OUT OF THE WAY ROUTINGS.

FIGURES IN EIR UPDATED, AND TRAFFIC VOLUMES CHANGED SLIGHTLY.





			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). In addition, the project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions on the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday late evening peak hour, and this would be considered a significant project impact.


Under the Basketball Game scenario,T the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the two freeway ramp locations, including:


I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the (weekday evening). 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Erin Miller: PCOs are not feasible?  

I’m suggesting that this is added as a mitigation (see below), with the understanding that technically we may not be able to do this.

PER DISCUSSION AT MEETING, PCOS ARE REALLY NOT THAT HELPFUL AT REDUCING CONGESTION FOR RAMP MERGE AND DIVERGE OPERATIONS. THE MEASURES BELOW ARE NOT FEASIBLE.
 PCOS ONLY AT INTERSECTIONS.















Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)





Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impacts at the two freeway ramp locations (i.e., at I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant and at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 





Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. The 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route operates at a capacity utilization of 89.5 percent, and the addition of the project-generated transit trips to this route would further increase the capacity utilization above the 85 percent capacity utilization standard (i.e., to 111 percent). The proposed project would contribute more than 5 percent to the ridership, and therefore, this would be considered as significant impact. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The addition of the project-generated transit trips to the T Third line and the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route would result in the capacity utilization exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard and this would be considered a significant impact. Some of the ridership on the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route would likely utilize the proposed new regular Mission Bay TMA shuttle route to the 16th Street BART station (see Table 5.2-1 for the existing and proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle service), however, only limited service and capacity would be provided on these shuttles (i.e., about 60 passengers if 30-passenger vans were used), and would not substantially reduce the contribution of the proposed project to the ridership of the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the The project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.ANSWER IS THAT NO TRIPS CAN BE NETTED OUT. THE 2020 SF-CHAMP MODEL RUN DID NOT INCLUDE MUCH DEVELOPMENT ON THE PROJECT SITE.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND	Comment by Miller, Erin: Use both 

NOT SURE WHAT THIS MEANS, BUT THIS ANALYSIS IS CORRECT



			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  The 22 Fillmore will only be extended to Mission Bay once the 55 16th Street shuttle is removed. Counting them both is double counting. I’d recommend showing demand and capacity for 22 and 33 line only.

PER MEETING DECIDED TO ONLY INCLUDE THE 22 FILLMORE.






			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complementary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%	Comment by Miller, Erin: ANTICIPATE FURTHER COMMENT FROM JULIE ON THIS TABLE.

UPDATED



			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  Assume 100% for special event shuttles and trains
YES, THIS IS WHAT WE ARE ASSUMING



b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


Ridership and capacity include the 33 Stanyan route that provides complementary service to the 22 Fillmore at the maximum load point.


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












transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. Table 5.2-42 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, a portion of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis in Table 5.2-39, Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41.


[Note to reviewer: An additional assessment is on the way to determine how much travel demand associated with development on the project site was accounted for in the SF-CHAMP model runs that were used by SFMTA to develop the 2020 ridership that was used in the analysis. This assessment is being conducted to determine if we can net-out some or all of the project trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses from the 2020 ridership values used in the analysis, particularly for the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route.]


table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  Must be addressed for mode share assumptions to hold.

NOT SURE WHAT THIS MEANS. WE WILL REVIEW THE INPUTS INTO THE ANALYSIS WITH SFMTA.



			Route/Service ProviderInbound


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore/55 16th Street


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. As noted above, some transit trips that would travel within Superdistrict 1 would remain in the downtown area (e.g., trips to the Ferry Building) and therefore, would not cross one of the screenlines. As such, not all outbound Muni trips generated by the proposed project appear in the screenline analysis. For analysis purposes, half of the Superdistrict 1 trips were estimated to remain in the downtown area and the out-of-region trips were added to the Superdistrict 1 trips, assuming that a portion of those trips would be made on Muni. The screenline analysis assesses the impact of the project-generated trips on other routes in San Francisco. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street bus routes serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, tThe Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route which would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. Transit trips assigned to the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route would further increase the capacity utilization above the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and the Convention Event scenario would result in a significant impact on this route. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  What’s this movement?

GETTING ON AT THIRD STREET AND OFF AT HARRISON STREET.



Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. - As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Sspecial Eevent Sshuttles routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods on a weekday and Saturday was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site.).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore, however, transit trips assigned to the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route would further increase the capacity utilization above the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant impact on this route.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41-, the additional 2,663 trips would be accommodated within the available capacityon the T Third would result in an increase of capacity utilization to 122 percent, which would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special event service, and this would be considered a significant impact. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.	Comment by Miller, Erin: 1%??

YES, INSTEAD TAKE THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT SHUTTLES



1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, because more supplemental light rail service could be provided for the event during the late evening peak hour than during the evening peak hour, when service demand on the rest of the transit system is greater, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-421, because additional light rail service would be provided for the event during the Saturday evening peak hour, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


· Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:49] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [49:   TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train  (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


· Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains.  


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events.  For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4:  Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour for No Event – WITH EVENT PEOPLE ON THE SHUTTLES, Convention Event, and Basket Game scenarios.


1. 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street during the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event scenario.


1. T Third during the weekday evening during the Basketball Game scenario.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-4a: Additional Muni Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-4b: Additional Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances on the routes serving the project site, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, the ability of SFMTA to provide the additional transit vehicles and operators needed to reduce transit impacts to less than significant levels (i.e., below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard for non-event conditions and 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions) is unknown, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant transit impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street would remain significant and unavoidable, with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-4a: Additional Muni Service	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 39: Page 5.2‐122 through 5.2‐126, Transit Impact Mitigation Measures: To strengthen these mitigation measures, we recommend that the additional Muni service needed to mitigate impacts be quantified and built into performance standards for transit in the TMP along with enforcement mechanisms if performance standards are not met. Also, we recommend that the City consider special transit shuttles to areas in San Francisco from which large numbers of Event Center patrons travel.

NOTED.
THERE ARE A COUPLE OF SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SHUTTLES THAT WOULD BE PART OF THE ADDITIONAL SERVICE MUNI WOULD PROVIDE FOR EVENTS.



As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the project site on the T Third line (i.e., weekday evening) and the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route (i.e., weekday p.m. and Saturday evening), the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni service on these routes serving the project site. the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni service on these routes serving the project site. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of employees and visitors conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-4b: Additional Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the project site on the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street, the project sponsor shallwork with the Mission Bay TMA to provide more frequent transit shuttles between Mission Bay and the areas to the west along 16th Street. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of employees and visitors conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


Because the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts on the T Third light rail and 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street route, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 40: Page 5.2‐124, Transit impacts on Regional transit service – Basketball Game – The TMP does not add regional transit service during events, but additional demand on regional transit service during the weekday evening peak, weekday late evening peak, and Saturday evening peak will cause significant impacts. The analysis should consider what would happen if more persons take transit because there would be insufficient parking to meet demand. Could the projected transit capacity handle the additional transit demand?

NOT ADDRESSING LACK OF PARKING IMPACT ON MODE SHIFT.  PER THE PARKING DISCUSSION, THE OFF-STREET PARKING SUPPLY IS GENERALLY AVAILABLE TO ACCOMMODATE THE PARKING DEMAND.






Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additionadditional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Assumed to serve the Giants Ballpark ferry landing location?

THIS IS JUST WHAT WOULD BE NEEDED.NO ASSUMPTION OF SERVICE TO THE BALLPARK TO SERVE THE EVENT CENTER WAS INCLUDED IN THE ANALYSIS.
	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  Is this realistic?  Does transit plan hold together?

THIS IS JUST THE STATEMENT OF WHAT WOULD BE NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE THE DEMAND. 

THESE REGIONAL RIDERS ARE ALREADY IN THE MUNI SERVICE ANALYSIS




Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Does our financial plan address?

IT DOESN’T BECAUSE THIS IS A MITIGATION MEASURE



Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service	Comment by Miller, Erin: Also 22nd Street Caltrain station, with a shuttle connection to project?

OUR ANALYSIS INCLUDES THESE CALTRAIN RIDERS THAT TAKE MUNI. NOT CORRECT TO ADD HERE



As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.	Comment by Miller, Erin: No teeth

SPONSOR CANNOT PROVIDE CALTRAIN SERVICE 



Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.





Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Pages 5.2-126, 5.2-130, 5.2-131, 5.2-158 through 5.2-161, 5.2-171 & 5.2-172, Tables 5.2-44, 5.2-45, 5.2-50 & 5.2-51:  Pedestrian crosswalk LOS of E or F at Third/South should be determined to be a significant impact, but emphasis is needed for safety related to need to meter/control access to adjacent streetcar boarding platform.  Corrections are needed if median fencing is not going to be used and alternative methods to safely control pedestrian access to and from transit platforms need to be specified, including the addition of mid-block crosswalks if these could be safely managed.  Based on Julie’s observations, this issue includes overcrowding for the southbound platform before events as well as post-event platform crowding.  Assessments of sidewalk conditions adjacent to major arena access points and shuttle boarding areas need to address the adequacy of sidewalks for pedestrians who may be stationary rather than moving along.

REVISED AND ADDED DISCUSSION TO IMPACT TR-6, TR-15, TR-22 AND C-TR-6 REGARDING LTS WITH MITIGATION, CORNER, PLATFORMS.  ALSO ADDED THAT A RAILING IS PART OF THE PROJECT.



Impact TR-6: The proposed project would notcould result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with MitigationLess than Significant)


Pedestrian Improvements	Comment by Miller, Erin: I think out of project scope, but Julie is concerned about trees on Illinois street as relates to passenger loading for shuttles

OCII TO WORK WITH SFMTA AND THE LANDSCAPING PEOPLE. THE PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS TAKES TREES INTO ACCOUNT AND WILL ALSO INCLUDE AN AREA THAT PEOPLE STAND AND WAIT FOR THE SHUTTLE.



The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (10 15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project DescriptionThird Street at South Street and at 16th Street, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th StreetThird, South, and 16th Streets.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.





Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 41: Page 5.2‐129, Pedestrian LOS: Some of the pedestrian LOS results do not make sense. Given the volumes of pedestrians to/from the T station, it could be expected that sidewalks and crosswalks could be overwhelmed.

NOT ALL PEDESTRIANS ARE GOING TO THE SAME PLACE, AND THEY WOULD BE DISTRIBUTED AROUND THE PROJECT SITE.  BUT YES, MANY PEDESTRIANS WOULD BE HEADING TO THE INTERSECTION OF THIRD/SOUTH AND THOSE CROSSWALKS ARE OVERWHELMED.

UCSF 42: Pedestrians departing the T would all disembark at the same time. The pedestrian LOS analysis should be adjusted to address these “surge” conditions.

ACCOUNTED FOR.

UCSF 43: Additional pedestrian analysis may be needed to specifically address movements to the T, such as platform crowding or capacity of the adjacent sidewalk corners.

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ADDED.

UCSF 44: The pedestrian and bicyclist analyses are missing relevant analysis of potential conflicts (although likely not significant).

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS HAVE BEEN IDENTIFIED. THERE IS A SECTION ON PEDESTRIAN SAFETY.




Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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








Basketball Game	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  Discuss platform conditions here an/or in Transit

We should get a platform safety analysis done for pre/post event.


DISCUSSED HERE, BUT IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURE IS IN THE TRANSIT IMPACT.




table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts.  During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on 16th Streets, and on the south side of 16th Street between  east of Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, aAll analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening peak hour. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The pedestrian analysis reflects the existing traffic control at this intersection, however,  The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include during pre-event and post-event conditions posting of PCOs would be posted at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. In addition, for post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South would be closed, as would the section of South Street between Third Street and the entrance to the 450 South Street garage. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and would not be subject to the traffic signal controlsand pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts the LOS E and LOS F conditions for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would to less than significantnot be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Table 5.2-4 presents the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour for the Basketball Game scenario, reflecting the peak arrivals of pedestrians to the event center. The crosswalk and sidewalk locations would operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS F conditions. As discussed above, PCOs would be stationed at this and other intersections pre-event to facilitate pedestrian travel through the intersection and to minimize conflicts. 


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  We are concerned that smaller events without PCO support may have pedestrian safety impacts. Please evaluate the largest non-PCO event to confirm. 

ALL EVENTS WOULD HAVE PCOS PER TMP





Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 45: Page 5.2‐132, Pedestrian Safety: “During event days at the event center, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and resulting [sic] in an increased potential for pedestrian vehicle and pedestrian‐bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario.” This suggests that the increased potential for conflicts results from the TMP, not the events.

LANGUAGE CORRECTED.




Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with and pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 





During event days at the event center, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and resulting in anthere would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses., The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario).  Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event conditions would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate such that pedestrian impacts would beto  less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the For the reasons noted above, while the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would increase pedestrian volumes on crosswalks and sidewalks adjacent to the project site and on nearby streets, the additional trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection.  


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 





Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIRConsequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to pedestrians are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to pedestrian impacts. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 46: Loading, Parking, and Bicycle Parking: There is no assessment of meeting Planning Code requirements (although it is not clear if the Code is applicable to the project).

THE PLANNING CODE IS NOT APPLICABLE.  THE PROJECT MEETS THE D4D REQUIREMENTS FOR THE OFFICE AND RETAIL USES. THE D4D NEEDS TO BE MODIFIED TO ACCOUNT FOR THE EVENT CENTER, AND THE PROJECT WOULD MEET THE PROPOSED D4D REQUIREMENTS.  SEPARATE ASSESSMENT WILL NOT BE INCLUDED.  BY MAY ADD IN A FOOTNOTE OR IN THE D4D DISCUSSION. TABLE COMPARING THE REQUIREMENTS TO WHAT PROPOSED WILL BE ADDED TO THE TRANSPORTATION APPENDIX.




Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:50] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Streetone of two possible on-site locations (location to be determined – either midblock near Terry A. Francois Boulevard or near 16th Street), that and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces on days without an event.for .employees and visitors on days without an event.event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza area (may be on SEor southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spacespaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Recommend adding footnote with definition of Class 1 vs. Class 2 bicycle parking

ADDED. 
	Comment by Erin Miller: LIVABLE STREETS:  Pls review

ASSUME THAT REVIEW HAPPENED,
	Comment by Clarke Miller: Do we know how much before a Giants game the valet opens at AT&T? This seems very early.

THIS WAS FROM THE TMP. SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE COALITION PAGE SAYS THAT THE VALET SERVICE IS OPEN TWO HOURS BEFORE A GAME, AND 30 MINUTES AFTER EACH GAME.
 [50:  Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.	Comment by Miller, Erin: This needs to be on the site plan.  Coordinate with Heath at SFMTA

OUR UNDERSTANDING IS THAT LOCATION HAS NOT BEEN DTERMINED AND WE DO NOT NEED TO SPECIFY AT THIS TIME.




With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 89-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.Francois Boulevard.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Again need to take another look at this street.  How do we avoid conflict between curbside bike lane crossing parking lane to shift to parking-adjacent bike lane?

UPDATED TO REFLECT SFMTA PLAN TO PROVIDE PROTECTED BICYCLE WAY MIDDLE OF STREET DURING LARGE EVENTS.
	Comment by Erin Miller: Required particular bicycle crossing configuration from cycle track on TFB to 16th Street bike lanes.

BIKE TURN BOXES ADDED TO INTERSECTION AND BICYCLE SIGNAL.

	Comment by Erin Miller: Potential impacts at intersection of 3rd and 16th without appropriately designed transition bt bike lanes and cycle track.  LIVABLE STREETS

UPDATED.



The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Page 5.2-136:  Bicyclists mixing with shuttle buses and other activities on Sixteenth Street between Third and Francois Boulevard represent potentially dangerous and unsafe conditions.  Bicycle activities should occur in a different location, and bicycling should not be permitted in this area during post-game conditions.  Bicyclists should probably be redirected to use Francois Blvd. for access to Illinois Street to avoid conflicts and safety issues associated with intermingling with shuttles, particularly after events.

UPDATED TO REFLECT PLAN WORKED OUT WITH SFMTA. THEY DID NOT SEE IT AS A HUGE ISSUE. IT ISN'T ALL THE SHUTTLES EITHER THAT WOULD BE MINGLING.
	Comment by Erin Miller: Provide street sections for each scenario to better illustrate varying approaches to bicycle conditions.

IS IN FIGURES. DON’T HAVE SPECIFIC STREET SECTIONS. 

How many days of the year would 16th Street be closed or partially closed in a manner that would shift bicycles out of their designated ROW?  May want to design for the most common scenario.

UPDATED



No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.	Comment by Erin Miller: Potential conflicts, even if minimized should be called out. THEY ARE.

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

THIS LOCATION WOULD BE JUST LIKE ANY OTHER DRIVEWAY IN THE CITY, AND POTENTIAL CONFLICTS ARE DISCUSSED.


	Comment by Erin Miller: Is this sufficient?  There will be PCOs during events.

THIS IS THE NO EVENT DISCUSSION. SEE BELOW FOR EVENTS.




Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces). Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: SFBC suggests we may staff the valet (limited staffing, approx. 1 person) for smaller events like conventions. Team should discuss. 

OK. ADDED ABOVE.	Comment by Erin Miller: Need to take a closer look at how the curb, sidewalk and street would be organized and managed during events.  Width of sidewalk, queuing location(s), post-event bicycle wayfinding/walk your bike signage/other crowd management tools.

ADDED BICYCLES. THE SIDEWALK WAS WIDENED. ANALYZED AT 15 FEET, BUT WILL LIKELY BE WIDER. DETAILS TO BE DEVELOPED.




Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. BECAUSE MORE PEOPLE DRIVE.. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would serve to reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Sshuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.would not have access to the bicycle lane. Similarly, a portion of the south curb east of the garage exit from the 409/499 Illinois Street building would be used for black car staging and loading. Bicyclists in this section would ride within the closed travel lanes, but would need to negotiate shuttle buses pulling into and out of the north curb and continuing westbound on 16th Street, and black car vehicles pulling out of the south curb and continuing eastbound on 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.	Comment by Erin Miller: This may not be the case during events when 16th is closed except to cyclists.

THIS SECTIO OF 16TH IS TECHNICALLY NOT CLOSED AFTER AN EVENT.  SO YES, BICYCLISTS SHOULD BE IN THE BICYCLE LANE AT THE WESTBOUND APPROACH TO THE INTERSECTION. )(i.e., TWEEN 11:30 AND MIDNIGHT.TBOUND APPROACH TO THE INTERSECTION.  LANE AT THIS LOCATION.T GREATER VOLUMES AT SPECIFIC CROSS

	Comment by Erin Miller: But what if they do?

THEY ARE PARKED AND WILL NOT BE LEAVING TILL BETWEEN 11:30 AND MIDNIGHT.
	Comment by Erin Miller: 9 feet in other place in document.  

THE PARKING LANE IS CORRECT, THE 9 FOOT PARKING LANE IS IN THE SEGMENT OF 16TH STREET BETWEEN ILLINOIS AND TFB. SEGMENT CLARIFIED.



Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would is also be representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Maybe this section could refined to hold all parked/staged vehicles within parking lane, thereby allowing cyclists to remain in protected curbside bike lane.

Should be explored further.

REVIEWED AT MEETING AND WAS DECIDED NOT TO. 





Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.	Comment by Erin Miller: Many opportunities for conflict between bikes and other modes exist in this plan, particularly along 16th Street.  This street section should be studied in more detail, with clear approaches to all event scenarios that result in temporal modifications to the street designated right-of-way.

UPDATED  TO REFLECT AREA FOR BICYCLISTS FOR LARGE EVENTS. WAS NOTED AT MEETING THAT SFMTA BICYCLE GROUP DID NOT SEE HUGE CONFLICTS ON 16TH STREET DURING EVENTS.


	Comment by Erin Miller: Are we certain?

YES, IT WOULD BE LIKE OTHER SPECIAL EVENTS IN THE CITY.  AN EVENT DOESN’T CREATE A HAZARDOUS CONDITION.



Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The majority of the proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 	Comment by Erin Miller: Add the discussion of street loading for smaller deliveries, such as those to the grocery, and how that will be managed.
NOT SURE WHAT GROCERY YOU ARE TALKING ABOUT.  BUT DISCUSSION OF ON-STREET LOADING SUPPLY IS PROVIDED.



Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening gGame at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 175 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eightseven spaces), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 2830 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. . ON-STREET LOADING HAS ALWAYS BEEN IN THE TMP, IT IS JUST THAT AS PART OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW WE IDENTIFIED THAT SUFFICIENT SPACES WERE NOT PROPOSED, SO WE WORKED WITH SPONSOR TO INCREASE THE NUMBER	Comment by Clarke Miller: Disperse loading more evenly around perimeter of site, including stalls on 16th at Third St and South St. at Third St. for commercial loading/unloading.

UPDATED




Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 175 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (seven eight spaces), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-276, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Update

UPDATED




No Event. Under the No Event scenario, taxipassenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. BECAUSE PEOPLE STILL TAKE TAXIS  DELETED THIS BECAUSE ADACENT TO THE SOUTHBOUND CURB WOULD BE ON-STREET PARKING AND COMMERCIAL LOADING. TNC COULD USE THE TAXI ZONE. THE DISCUSSION IS NOT SPECFIC TO THE TYPE OF VEHICLE. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Who owns these and do we think they’d be used for convention events at the event center?

NOT SURE WHO OWNS THEM. THE AMOUNT OF SERVICE VARIES BASED ON SIZE OF THE EVENT, AND THEY WOULD BE USED TO ACCOMMODATE THE CONVENTION AT THE MOSCONE CENTER.  IT IS REASONABLE TO ASSUME THAT IF A CONVENTION ACTIVITY OCCURS AT THE EVENT CENTER, THE ATTENDEES WOULD BE ACCOMMODATED SIMILARLY.

	Comment by Erin Miller: unless this is required as part of the lease agreement with the project (as a measure to reduce car trips and parking demand)

THOSE COMING FOR AN EVENT ARE NOT GOING TO RENT A CAR TO GET BETWEEN THE MOSCONE CENTER/DOWNTOWN AND THE EVENT CENTER.  




Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· PA passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340140 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger, as would a black car loading/unloading. zone about 200 feet in length. The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the start of an event, Aa temporary pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of northbound Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.	Comment by Erin Miller: has TFB been approved for Pedicabs?  And if so, why is this a temporary area?  Should it not be figured into the Blue Greenway designs for TFB?

YES, TFB IS APPROVED FOR PEDICABS.  REMOVED TEMPORARY NATURE OF IT, AND CLARIFIED.




Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and  Bridgeview Waythe entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading DemandImpacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


While the proposed project’s impacts related to truck and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, the following improvement measure is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor couldshall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, Planning Department and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan could shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee,  Planning Department, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan would shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane... Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area,  building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities.  IN THE EVENT THAT CANNOT OCCUR FOR SOME REASON – LIKE VERY LARGE TRUCKS – OR TWO TRUCKS TO SAME BUILDING.


At no point should trash bins, empty or loaded, be left on any street adjacent to the project site.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Change bins to “large refuse containers”

IF ALL TRASH IS FROM THE LOADING AREA, THEN I THINK WE CAN DELETE THIS COMPONENT. SORRY, MISSED UPDATING THIS.




Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


 Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project would notcould result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


Proposed project impacts on air traffic would be the same for conditions without and with a concurrent SF Giants Game at AT&T Park. Helicopter service is currently provided at the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital (opened in February 2015). The helipad is atop the Gateway Medical Building at Fourth and 16th Streets, at a height of approximately 140 feet above grade in order to meet Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) obstruction clearance requirements, accounting for existing and future development in Mission Bay. UCSF projects about 1.4transports on an average day, and three transports on a busy day (a transport involved a landing and a takeoff), resulting in about 500 transports per year. Most transports are expected to occur between 7:00 a.m. and 11:00 p.m.


The planned flight paths required review and permits from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Aeronautics Division, as well as FAA Airspace Determination, which authorize operation of the helipad. These permits ensure that the helipad meets dimensional requirements, and that the flight paths are clear of obstructions. The flight paths will primarily be to and from the east along the 16th Street corridor, with an alternate path along the South Street corridor, and an alternate departure path to the north before turning east along Mission Bay Commons. Secondary arrival and departure routes are to the west, and will only be used in unusual circumstances, such as when wind patterns require departures to the west.


Because the helipad was designed to consider existing and future development within Mission Bay, and because the proposed project would be designed consistent with the height limit restrictions in the South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29-32[footnoteRef:51], the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns that would result in substantial safety risk, and therefore, for these reasons, the proposed project impacts on air traffic would be less than significant. SECTION WILL BE REPLACE WITH NEW ANALYSIS. [51: ] 



Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address air traffic impacts as a distinct transportation topic. However, given that the project impacts on air traffic would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 48: Page 5.2‐143, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts: Discussion of potential impacts to emergency vehicles is light, and does not specifically address all the trips to/from the UCSF Hospitals.

DON’T AGREE THAT IS LIGHT – ALL EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS ISSUES ADDRESSED.

UCSF 49: Persons experiencing a medical emergency may need to reach the hospitals via their personal vehicles, rather than via ambulance. It is imperative that the analysis address access to the hospitals in these emergency situations, particularly given potential traffic gridlock and temporary street closures. Delays could result in serious impacts on the ability of patients to receive timely care.

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION OF NON EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCES ADDED,  



Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay infrastructure planiInfrastructure pPlanplan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessaccessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smartmobile phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring of theduring the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site.  primarily the 1650 Third Street garage, the 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center) garage, and the Medical Center garage and lot, as these are the largest facilities. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th /Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersectionintersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures is are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor could shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study	Comment by Clarke Miller: Seems inappropriate that this is a GSW expense to wholly bear.

IT WOULD ONLY BE IMPLEMENTED TO ADDRESS CONCERNS RELATED TO EVENT CENTER TRAFFIC. DON’T SEE WHY NOT APPROPRIATE.  EP DID NOT PROVIDE DIRECTION TO REVISE MEASURE.



As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor could shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 	Comment by Erin Miller: JULIE:  review with Erin

NOTE TO SELF.




Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is completed and the will befacility began operationsal in early 2015, and which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 50: Page 5.2‐147+, Conditions with a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park, Traffic Impacts: The analysis does not reroute vehicles when concurrent events are scheduled; however, it is likely that access patterns will shift to (a) avoid congestion, (b) due to road closures, and (c) not park in lots that accommodate Giants demand.

UCSF 51: Additional details are needed as to what type of Giants game was used for the concurrent events analysis (i.e., was it a sold‐out game?) and whether a concurrent midday Giants game was considered.

THE SF GIANTS HAD A 99.2 PERCENT AVERAGE ATTENDANCE IN 2013 AND 2014. 
A CONCURRENT MIDDAY GIANTS GAME WAS NOT CONSIDERED BECAUSE THERE ARE ONLY 10 OF THOSE, AND WOULD NOT OVERLAP WITH BASKETBALL GAMES AND CONCERTS WHICH OCCUR DURING THE EVENINGS.  GAMES DURING WHICH TRANSPORTATION-RELATED DATA WAS COLLECTED HAD ATTENDANCES ABOVE 40,000.



Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center concurrent overlapping with a SF Giants evening gGame at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season hasve 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with MitigationSignificance To Be Determined)


Because a portion of the eventevents at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions.  Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.


During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive,  Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. In addition, at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/Mariposa, with concurrent events, peak hour signal warrants would be met, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four two intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-rampse two intersections, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


B	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


C	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


D	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


E	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. The intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound off-ramp/Owens was signalized in March 2015. [Note to reviewer: To be confirmed/revised once operational.]


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


B	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


C	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


D	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


E	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. The intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound off-ramp/Owens was signalized in March 2015. [Note to reviewer: To be confirmed/revised once operational.]


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Existing plus Project Intersection LOS – With a SF Giants Evening Game – Weekday Evening and Late Evening Peak Hours -– Basketball Game Scenarios









During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening concurrent events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. In addition, at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/Mariposa, the eastbound approach would operate at LOS F conditions, and peak hour signal warrants would be met, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping concurrent evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 	Comment by Erin Miller: Julie:  What about intersections that were not studied?

THE KEY INTERSECTIONS MOST LIKELY TO BE IMPACTED WERE STUDIED.
	Comment by Erin Miller: But an improvement measure to add PCOs at these ramp intersections is something that should be considered

NO. PCOS ONLY FOR INTERSECTIONS, NOT FOR MERGE AND DIVERGE AT RAMPS.



During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening concurrent events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. At the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/Mariposa, the eastbound approach would operate at LOS F conditions, however, peak hour signal warrants would not be met, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant.


Thus, with the concurrent overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at eight ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, South/Mississippi/16thFourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening concurrent events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).





Overall, on days with concurrent overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the eight ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2ba: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation ImpactsAreawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Concurrent Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation inUpdate Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee  would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would … [Note to reviewer: Effectiveness of mitigation measure and impact significance to be determined].	Comment by Miller, Erin: Ricardo:

The one location I thought could be upgraded by this project was Mariposa and Illinois, which is a.  one block away from the main stadium entrance and exit, b. is going to be impacted by detoured traffic when there are events, c. is already impacted and going to get worse following AT&T events, d. has an LOS issue in the report, and one point e. was already a temporary signal.  Yet you look at the report and nothing is suggested there.  I think whether the project mitigates this location is an environmental but also political question, if no one wants to push it then let it be, but overall I think it is the one area signal improvement I would advocate.

INTERSECTION OF ILLINOIS/MARIPOSA SIGNALIZED AS PART OF THE PROJECT.




In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.





Mitigation Measure M-TR-2ba: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impactsreawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center (see Impact TR-2, above)	Comment by Erin Miller: Refine as discussed with Ricardo
INTERSECTION OF ILLINOIS/MARIPOSA SIGNALIZED AS PART OF THE PROJECT.




Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs during Concurrent Overlapping Events	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 52: Page 5.2‐153, Mitigation Measures for Concurrent Events: As stated previously, where deployment of PCOs is required, impacts should automatically be considered significant. (See Comment #34)
 NOT CORRECT TO ASSUME THIS. SEE RESPONSE TO UCSF #34
	Comment by Erin Miller: Julie:

Does the funding plan address this?

ASSUME NOTE TO SFMTA.  UNCLEAR IF MITIGATION MEASURES ARE INCLUDED IN THE FUNDING PLAN.



As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with concurrent overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in theUpdate Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 53: Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐11b: language such as “shall make efforts to” results in an unenforceable mitigation measure. We recommend the identification of a performance standard. Also, if mitigation measures still result in significant impacts, scheduling of events to avoid overlap of large concerts with Giants games should be considered.

MEASURE WAS REVISED.



As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of themake efforts to expand the existing Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSFUCS Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies.  during concurrent or partially overlapping events.	Comment by Erin Miller: Note:  This committee is led by SFMTA.  Historically Jerry R has been a team of one in this effort.  I was somehow tagged as the new Jerry, but I honestly don’t think this is the correct role for me.  I am reaching out to Ricardo to try to strategize how best to fulfill this obligation.

NOTED.




The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall be responsible for consultcoordinating on coordinating scheduling of events at AT&T Park and at the proposed project to avoid overlap of pre-season and regular season SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games to the extent feasible, suggesting changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events. and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser:  Modified language per 3/12 discussion. BMBTCC should coordinate transportation and operations strategies, not schedule enforcement. 
I THINK EDITS SEEM OK.



Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events... [Note to reviewer: Mitigation measure to be expanded based on City’s efforts on Warriors-SF Giants coordination.] 








______________________





_________________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with a concurrent overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigationce To Be Determined)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (estimated to occur about 32 times a year and up to 40 in rare circumstances), while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions.  





The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay), and this would be considered a significant impact.


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.



table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


_________________________


Transit Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF: Page 5.2‐156+, Transit Impacts (with SF Giants game): With concurrent events, transit would be overwhelmed. A sensitivity analysis should be done to see the effects this could have on other modes (i.e., would there be a diversion from transit to driving?).

ARGUMENT SIMILAR TO UCSF,  TRANSIT WILL BE CROWDED SO MORE PEOPLE DRIVE – NO AVAILABLE PARKING SO MORE PEOPLE TAKE TRANSIT.  EVENTUALLY IT WILL WORK ITS WAY OUT, BUT SINCE BE HAVE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS FOR BOTH TRANSIT AND TRAFFIC, IT CAN’T GET MUCH WORSE.

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

ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURE ADDED BUT MOT RESTRICTING THE NUMBER OF EVENTS.  WAS DISCUSSED AT THE MEETING.



Impact TR-13: The proposed project would could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigationce To Be Determined)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With concurrent overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but concurrent overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 122 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, . The proposed project would continue to contribute considerably to the exceedance of the capacity utilization standard, and this would be considered a significant impact. With concurrent overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with concurrent overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if concurrent overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for concurrent overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with concurrent overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a the SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for the a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.	Comment by Erin Miller: Julie:  Bus shuttle at Union Square + layover

ADDED TO NEW MITIGATION MEASURE.



Overall, on days with concurrent overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year), transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-134: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The Because additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impactswould be required, and since full funding for this mitigation measure has not been identified, its implementation remains uncertain. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. … [Note to reviewer: Effectiveness of mitigation measure and impact significance to be determined].	Comment by Clarke Miller: Assuming this will be re-addressed by Luba and Julie K. since TSP is intended to avoid the significant impacts and therefore an additional mitigation beyond the TSP isn’t warranted.

NOT TRUE. THE TSP IS FOR AN EVENT JUST AT THE EVENT CENTER, NOT FOR A CONCURRENT EVENT.  SORRY ADDITIONAL MITIGATION FOR CONCURRENT EVENTS IS REQUIRED.



Mitigation: (To be determined)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-134: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-4, above)


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening concurrent events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening concurrent events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train on for SF Giants evening game days, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during concurrent overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, concurrent overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening peak hour following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, ato the East Bay currently operates at about 80 percent of capacity, and additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand associated with concurrent events. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping  concurrentevening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation… [Significance To be determined].


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 56: Page 5.2‐158, Mitigation Measure M‐TR‐14: This is an unenforceable mitigation measure. We recommend a performance standard in the TMP.

THE SPONSOR CANNOT PROVIDE OR ENSURE ADDITIONAL BART SERVICE, AND THEREFORE, THE IMPACT DETERMINATION WILL BE SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE WITH MITIGATION.




As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by additional trains or operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.	Comment by Miller, Erin: BART noted that they do this only by extending train consist with addl cars.

BUT SINCE THERE IS NO SPECIFIC COMMITMENT, LEAVING BOTH AS OPTIONS – BUT REVERSED.




_________________________



Pedestrian Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 57: Page 5.2‐161, Pedestrian Impacts: LOS is based on delays. See comment #34. Use of PCOs does not necessarily reduce delays, it can increase delays. 

NOT TRUE. PEDESTIAN LOS IS BASED ON DENSITY. PCOS NOT TO REDUCE DELAYS.



Impact TR-15: The proposed project would notcould result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming a concurrent n overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping concurrent SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with a n overlapping concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants home gevening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with concurrent overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 






table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening  concurrent event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levelsthese would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact because the event center TMP includes posting of PCOs at this intersection (as well as at other intersections as presented in Figure 5.2-11) during pre-game conditions to facilitate pedestrian movements between the light rail platform and the sidewalks on Third Street. 


During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic.Thus, pedestrians would not be restricted to the crosswalks and non-event signal timing. Therefore, the identified LOS E and LOS F conditions with implementation of the proposed project’s TMP would not be considered a significant impact.


Overall, on days with overlapping concurrent evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during concurrent overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation : Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South N(See Impact TR-6, above)ot required


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with concurrent overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening concurrent events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with concurrent overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during concurrent overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 58: Page 5.2‐163, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts: Same comments as above regarding emergency vehicle access.

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ADDED.



Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During concurrent overlapping evening events, the 17  PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2a: Areawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Concurrent Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Update Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


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

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION ADDED REGARDING MODE SPLITS.
FOR CEQA PURPOSES ANALYZING TWO DIFFERENT EVENT TYPES, AND NOT EVERY LEVEL OF ATTENDANCE. REASONABLE WORST CASE ANALYSIS. 







As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.	Comment by Clarke Miller: And large concert
DISCUSSION OF HOW THE BASKETBALL GAME MOST CLOSELY REFLECTS CONCERTS ADDED ABOVE.  THIS REFERENCE IS SPECIFIC TO THE SCENARIO ANALYZED.
	Comment by Erin Miller: Julie:  ??

THIS IS WHAT WAS AGREED UPON FOR THE ANALYSIS.



Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  ??  ;;; auto mode share

THE MODE SHARE TO BE ASSUMED WAS REVIEWED AND AGREED UPON WITH EP.  SEE METHODOLOGY




Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2. 


To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS,T the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods. Such impacts could potentially occur at, but not be limited to the following intersections:


1. Third/Channel ( weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)	Comment by Miller, Erin: Ricardo:

The one location I thought could be upgraded by this project was Mariposa and Illinois, which is a.  one block away from the main stadium entrance and exit, b. is going to be impacted by detoured traffic when there are events, c. is already impacted and going to get worse following AT&T events, d. has an LOS issue in the report, and one point e. was already a temporary signal.  Yet you look at the report and nothing is suggested there.  I think whether the project mitigates this location is an environmental but also political question, if no one wants to push it then let it be, but overall I think it is the one area signal improvement I would advocate.

WAS SIGNALIZED AS PART OF PROJECT.




1. (weekday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during EventsAreawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center , and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation ImpactsPCOs during Events may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Rer meeting with Ricardo

OK









table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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








As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.	Comment by Erin Miller: Julie W L

NOT SURE WHAT COMMENT MEANS, BUT THIS IS CORRECT.



Mitigation Measure M-TR-2ab: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impactsreawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center (see Impact TR-2, above)	Comment by Miller, Erin: Refine per meeting with Ricardo
RIGHT.






Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them





The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to ensuring that  reach the project does not exceed an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events through implementation of TDM measures. Specifically, the project sponsor shall ensure work to achieve that the following performance standards are met:	Comment by Clarke Miller: Replace with language from Gibson Dunn /Chris Kern

EDITS ACCOUNT FOR REVISED LANGUAGE. NOT A GOAL, IS A PERFORMANCE STANDARD



1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standardss shall be shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' second third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 	Comment by Clarke Miller: Suggest ‘third’. We understand mode splits for the Giants changed significantly over the first two seasons as fans adjusted to the new location.

THIRD SEASON SEEMS FINE.  REVISED.



The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Not fully feasible for GSW to implement, since many patrons will park at lots we do not control.

GSW WILL JUST NEED TO WORK HARD TO INFLUENCE OTHER OPERATORS. THESE ARE JUST TYPES OF ACTIVITIES, NOT A COMPLETE LIST.  GSW CAN OPT FOR ANOTHER MEASURE TO ACHIEVE THE GOALS.
 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare subsidies incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:52] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in coordinationconsultationordination with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [52: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December January and April of every season. 	Comment by Clarke Miller: Recommend broadening to the entire regular season to accurately reflect full spectrum of arrival patterns 

EXTENDED FROM DECEMBER. PURPOSE OF LIMITED TIME FRAME IS SO THAT AT THE END OF THE PERIOD, THE INFORMATION IS REPORTED. GSW CAN CONDUCT ADDITIONAL SURVEYS DURING THE REST OF THE SEASON AND POINT OUT IF DIFFERS FROM THE JANUARY THROUGH APRIL PERIOD. 



1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


· 


1. Arrival and departure timestime at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in coordinationconsultationordination with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 	Comment by Clarke Miller: Add ‘mobile phone app-based surveys’

ADDED



The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII, or its designee,  and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standardgoals, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than June August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 660 9060 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: This is rather early if GSW is in the playoffs – staff capacity to finalize plans will be severely limited. Better to move to July or August. 

AUGUST WORKS
	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: More realistic timeframe, given the coordination between multiple stakeholders (including the community) that could be required. 

90 DAYS WORKS




If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance target standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standardtarget, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. 



table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations. Such impacts could potentially occur at, but not be limited to the following freeway ramps:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling (weekday p.m.)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday p.m.Saturday evening)


1. I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa (weekday p.m.)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


1. I-280 on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street (weekday p.m.)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a concurrent overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of theseis measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)





_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit tripscapacitytrips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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


















Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttlesshuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street during the weekday late evening peak hour.





During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore/55 16th Street during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant project-specific transit impacts beyond those identified in Impact TR-13, as follows:	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  State more strongly 

THIS IS THE STANDARD WAY OF PRESENTING THE IMPACT.  IT IS STRONG.



1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-19a: Additional Muni Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-19b: Additional Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances on the routes serving the project site. In addition, Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. {This seem couinterintutitve	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  why?

MORE PEOPLE WOULD BE DRIVING. CLARIFIED ABOVE.



The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would still beremain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________






Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would notcould result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on pedestrians. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  revisit

NOT SURE WHAT THIS MEANS. JULIE HAS UPDATED THE SERVICE PLAN.




Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic.  


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:53] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [53:  The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500  or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts.  Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-6 and Impact TR-15 for conditions that assume implementation of the Special Event Transit Service Plan, the existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses, and the proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections such that pedestrian impacts would be less than significant even without the Special Event Transit Service Plan. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22 the TMP measures: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.

















Mitigation: Not required


[Note to reviewer: Mitigation measure “Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring” was drafted in response to conditions if the City was not able to deploy PCOs, but it is not included here. It was determined that Impact TR-22 correctly is LTS, as it is related to conditions without the Transit Service Plan, and therefore mitigation is not warranted. Note that this SEIR does not assess conditions without the PCOs or post-event road closures. We should discuss the appropriateness of the mitigation measure, and if we need to include it, and if so, how.] 


_________________________






Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by motor vehicleauto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie:  How could this be?

SEE TRAVEL DEMAND DISCUSSION.  THE SHIFT IN MODES IS PRIMARILY BETWEEN TRANSIT AND AUTO, AND NOT BETWEEN TRANSIT AND BICYCLING. 

	Comment by Miller, Erin: Which ones?   TDM Measures should get a number similar to the MMs, i.e. “TMD-5”, for cross referencing purposes

THAT WOULD JUST MAKE THIS SECTION EVEN MORE CONFUSING. ADDED EXAMPLES



Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Sspecial Eevent Sshuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.	Comment by Miller, Erin: Julie: Seems thin

OK, BUT DIDN’T PROVIDE ANY ADDITIONAL TOPICS OF DISCUSSION. CONDITIONS WOULD PRETTY MUCH BE THE SAME AS IN IMPACT TR-10 WHERE AN EXTENSIVE DISCUSSION IS PROVIDED.



Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 60: Page 5.2‐174+, Cumulative Impacts: The presentation of cumulative conditions looks like some things were missing.

ALL TOPICS HAVE BEEN COVERED. WE DO NOT HAVE TRANSIT ANALYSIS FOR NON WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR CONDITIONS, AS INFORMATION 

THE 2040 TRANSIT ANALYSIS FOCUSES ON THE WEEKDAY PM PEAK PERIOD AND DOWNTOWN AND REGIONAL SCREENLINES. 




This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.


As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.12.5.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3.  In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24development projects developed under the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, development of Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock), and the Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development. . CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS UPDATED.	Comment by Clarke Miller: Are Block 40, the Uber HQ to the north, and MBDG’s Infrastructure Improvements around the vicinity included?

CONSTRUCTION DISCUSSION UPDATED BASED ON NEW LIST OF CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS IN MISSION BAY.



The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:54] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, ItIitIt is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces.. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. .  DISCUSSION UPDATED BASED ON NEW INFORMATION. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [54: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) wcould potentially overlap with construction of the proposed project..  DISCUSSION UPDATED BASED ON NEW INFORMATION. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:55] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [55: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-5259, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-53 60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


As shown in Table 5.2-5259, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 102 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Illinois/16th, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 10 8 of the 102 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Illinois/16th, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 






table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731509]Insert Figure 5.2-22
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Convention Event Scenarios	Comment by Clarke Miller: Next few diagrams show ‘Planned Construction’ near intersection of 16th + TFB. Errant text?

YES. THANKS. CORRECTED.







[bookmark: _Toc412731510]Insert Figure 5.2-23
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS –Weekday PM Peak Hour - No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios






table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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












[bookmark: _Toc412731511]Insert Figure 5.2-24
2040 Cumulative Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event and Basketball Game Scenarios









In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-5360, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 7 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at six 7 of these seven 8 intersections; at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/Mariposa, the eastbound approach would operate at LOS F conditions, however, peak hour signal warrants would not be met, and traffic impacts at the intersection of Illinois/Mariposa would be considered less than significant. the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Areawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2ab: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Concurrent Overlapping Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Update Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and  Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate reduce the contribution to less- than -significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15ten study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Illinois/16th, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Areawide Wayfinding Plan for Parking Facilities Serving the Event Center (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2ab: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Concurrent Overlapping Events and Mitigation (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Update Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14eight of the 15nine study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-54 61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-55 62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at 



table 5.2-5461
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street). 


As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at four three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation: No feasible measures available


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and therefore would could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than the Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.












table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event


Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 


Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.






Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 











By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center on the T Third during the weekday evening where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent with the transit riders associated with the basketball game, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-134: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, , however, since full funding for this mitigation measure has not been identified, its implementation remains uncertain, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.result in significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts, with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-134: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-413, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. While the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts on the T Third was also identified as a significant effect in the Mission Bay FSEIR, under the proposed project, unlike the conditions analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this cumulative impact would be significant and unavoidable even with mitigation. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-56 64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping concurrent evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 61: Page 5.2‐191, Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts: Same comment as above – PCOs would not necessarily reduce delays.

TRUE, BUT THE POINT OF PCOS IS NOT TO REDUCE DELAYS BUT FACILITATE PEDESTRIAN FLOWS AND MINIMIZE CONFLICTS.



Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would notcould result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.257 65 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-58 66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions this would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact because during pre-event conditions, PCOs would be posted at this intersection to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.. 


In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Mitigation: Not required



table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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


















table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to pedestrians are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to pedestrian impacts.Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and bicycle lanes on Second and Fifth Streets that would be made consistent with the adopted Bicycle Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.	Comment by Erin Miller: Need to say anything about the type of 2-way bike lanes to cycle track intersection configuration?

ADDED




Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad OperationsAir Traffic Impacts	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 62: Page 5.2‐195, Cumulative Air Traffic Impacts: Same comments as above. At the time of environmental review and approval of the UCSF helipad, UCSF could not have anticipated the development of the Warriors’ Event Center and all of the height and bulk exceptions now being sought for Blocks 29‐32. Project‐specific analysis regarding impacts on emergency air medical access should be provided.

SEE PROJECT SPECIFIC ANALYSIS IN IMPACT TR-9.




Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipadwould not result in significant adverse cumulative air traffic impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operationsWith the exception of the helipad operations at the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco that were initiated in February 2015, as described in Impact TR-9, there are no planned or proposed changes to existing air traffic patterns within Mission Bay or in the immediate project vicinity. As discussed in Impact TR-9, because the UCSF helipad was designed to consider existing and future development within Mission Bay, and because the proposed project would be designed consistent with the height limit restrictions in the South Design for Development Controls for Blocks 29-32, the proposed project would not result in a change in air traffic patterns that would result in substantial safety risk. Therefore, for these reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative air traffic impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative air traffic impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on air traffic, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. With implementation of Muni Forward’s TTRP project on 16th Street, transit-only lanes would be provided in each direction, and the number of mixed-flow lanes would be reduced from two to one in each direction. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. Emergency vehicles would be permitted full use of the transit-only lanes and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including XX 22 ADA accessible spaces [Note to reviewer: Project sponsor to provide number of ADA spaces], within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:56] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: Current design has 22 (17 regular and 4 van). 
THANK YOU
 [56: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:57] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:58] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [57: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [58: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a 100-foot wide taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard THE DISTRIBUTION OF ON-STREET COMMERCIAL LOADING WAS REVISED,, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. and tThe remaining curb length would be dedicated to 15 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces THE DISTRIBUTION OF ON-STREET COMMERCIAL LOADING WAS REVISED would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 6075-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 145 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and A total of 301 metered parking spaces would be provided on the north side of 16th Street. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-59 67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


table 5.2-5967
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary City lot on the East side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








As highlighted in Table 5.2-5967, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:59], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [59: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants home evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. On the other handHowever, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be set comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:60] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [60: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the currently- facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing a total ofapproximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.






table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See prior comments. 

DISAGREE. WE FEEL THAT WAS INCLUDED IN THE ANALYSIS, SO WE SHOULD STATE.  SEPARATE ANALYSIS WITHOUT UCSF WILL BE ADDED.



c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port City lot on the eEast side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: I believe the lot being referenced is the Port lot (not the City’s). 

OK. PORT IT IS.




e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants games, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park	Comment by Brett Bollinger: BW: Pages 5.2-202, 5.2-210 & 5.2-211, Tables 5.2-61, 5.2-64 & 5.2-65:  Each of these tables needs to clearly indicate parking supply and occupancy conditions without any additional area parking facilities being used to accommodate Warriors’ parking demand as well as conditions with full utilization of all potential area parking facilities.  In particular, these tables should show parking conditions if facilities that UCSF indicates may not be available were not included for arena events.  A more robust explanation is needed about why indirect, secondary impacts associated with potential parking shortfalls would not be significant.  This discussion could be greatly enhanced if buttressed by outlining an aggressive strategy to manage and price area parking to enhance the relative attractiveness of transit. 

UCSF STUFF ADDED



			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTES:NOTES:NOTE: NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary City lot on the East side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


	Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 spacesvehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 spacesvehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.	Comment by Kate Aufhauser: See comments above. 
SEE RESPONSE ABOVE. DO NOT AGREE. THINK WE SHOULD BE CLEAR ON ASSUMPTIONS.



In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than a theoretical 1030 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 84 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 	Comment by Erin Miller: More likely is that they will still drive, and they will circulate looking for parking.

How do we anticipate the number of people looking for parking that spill over into the adjacent neighborhoods.

WE CAN’T, JUST DISCLOSE THAT MIGHT.

How are those people redirected.  How do we discourage neighborhood parking.

Maybe a measure of the dual event 

YES. I THINK IT IS COVERED IN THE NEW MITIGATION MEASURES.



In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and Because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings and on Saturdays and Sundays, thusand residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m. on event days, , increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. enforcement.


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (XX 40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) [Note to reviewer: To be field confirmed] would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), [Note to reviewer: To be field confirmed], and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.





Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings.	Comment by Erin Miller: Suggest what could be done to address potential shortfall of 1,200 spaces if 450 South Street does not become available?

DON’T HAVE IMPROVEMENT MEASURES FOR PARKING IN EIR.



Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Ggame at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-6702 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary City lot on the East side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants game assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street and 780 spaces at 1670 Owens Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings and that the 185 Berry Street parking garage would be available on Saturdays.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-6702, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 24 31 percent during the midday and 74 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For On SF Giants evening game days, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on home game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a n evening SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-6702 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and , encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.	Comment by Erin Miller: Couldn’t this be a requirement in the contract with the Event Center to lease the space.  That is, that convention event planners would have to provide enough shuttles to ensure that parking demand does not exceed supply on those days?

NOT A PRACTICAL MEASURE. HOW WOULD YOU MEASURE “THAT PARKING DEMAND DOES NOT EXCEED SUPPLY”? PARKING SUPPLY IS SPREAD OUT.

BUT YES, WHEN MOSCONE EVENTS REACH A CERTAIN ATTENDANCE LEVEL, A SHUTTLE SYSTEM IS IMPLEMENTED. IT IS PART OF THE CONTRACTING. I THINK THAT IS REASONABLE, BUT WE DON’T HAVE ENOUGH INFORMATION AT THIS TIME ABOUT TYPES OF EVENTS TO MAKE IT A REQUIREMENT FOR THE EIR.



Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 13.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. On the other hand, iIf the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,3600 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 


Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-298 through Table 5.2-321 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectivelya 467 space shortfall would occur during Saturday evening games. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 70 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 80 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. [Note to reviewer: Parking occupancy for Piers 30-32 is from a Port study conducted in 2007; new surveys could be conducted in early April. The Pier 30 facility was closed during our surveys two years ago due to post AC34 activities and reopened recently.] In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-63 71 provides a summary of the estimated of planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated expected overall non-residential peak parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development. 


table 5.2-6371
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research).  


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus.  


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants home game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-64 72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-6169) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-6472) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.









table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-65 73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-670) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 





table 5.2-6573
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park	Comment by Brett Bollinger: UCSF 63: Page 5.2‐196+, Parking Conditions: Although it is correct that parking shortfalls are not considered environmental impacts, the magnitude of the shortfalls, in combination with the overloaded transit conditions, suggests that many patrons may not be able to access the Event Center. The secondary effects, such as vehicles circling the blocks looking for parking and adding to traffic congestion, would likely result in other significant impacts. As such, some additional assessment should be done.

FOR REASONS EXPLAINED AT MEETING WITH UCSF, THE ANALYSIS ASSUMES THAT ALL ATTENDEES DESIRING TO DRIVE TO THE EVENT CENTER WOULD TRAVEL TO THE PROJECT VICINITY, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER PARKING IS AVAILABLE. THIS IS STATED IN THE ASSUMPTIONS. BECAUSE THE AREA AROUND THE EVENT CENTER WOULD BE MANAGED THROUGH THE TMP AND ADDITIONAL MITIGATION MEASURES, INCLUDING ON-STREET PARKING, IT IS NOT ANTICIPATED THAT THERE WOULD BE A SIGNIFICANT AMOUNT OF CIRCLING THE BLOCK.  THE POTENTIAL IS MENTIONED, BUT NOT OUTRIGHT INCLUDED IN THE ANALYSIS.





			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping  concurrent SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on home game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with a concurrent overlapping evening basketball games at the event center and SF Giants game at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions).  The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The Mission Rock project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant home game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a concurrent overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.






Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:61] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad.  The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.   [61:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:62] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.   [62:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:63] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site.  Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [63:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:64] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.   [64:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:65]  On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [65:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [66:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco.  Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:67]  All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance.  The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel.  The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:68] [67:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [68:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay:  UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area.  The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site.  The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)].  The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 



UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day.  UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:70] [70:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay:  UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad.  These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of
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minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area.  As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay.  Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations.  One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay.  The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds.  Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:71] [71:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF.  


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:72] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace.  Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports.  The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.   [72:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl).  The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).  





Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface.  The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet.  The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).





Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1.  The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.





FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports.  The Order identifies Obstacle
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Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach).  The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules.  A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad.  Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports.  Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports.  These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA.  Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free.  UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011.  [UCSF:  Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace.  Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces.  The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise.  Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations.  The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:73]  [73:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation 


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports.  The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit.  


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:





1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations





2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.





3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).





UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF:  Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]   


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip.  Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project.  The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths.  Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR.  


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard.  Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad.  


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers.  Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad.  If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project.  The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.  In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:74]   [74:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner).  The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations.  The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces.  The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed.  This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project.  Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts.  


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces.  (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas.  Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration.  Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl.  Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:75]  As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [75:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl).  “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 
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Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad.  Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation.  Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28).  The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl.  The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.





· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)





· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.





In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact.  If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above.  Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period.  The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace.  These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative.  The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use


Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area.  As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations.  However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night.  Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site.  This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators.  Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact.  Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant.  


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations.  However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces.  (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above.  When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:76],[footnoteRef:77] [76:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [77:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl).  “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad.  Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace 



Insert Figure 5.2-29






surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings.  Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces.  Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).





· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.





Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center).  As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29).  The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation


(feet msl) 


			Lowest


Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet) 


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet) 





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant.  


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area.  As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area.  However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:78]  Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [78:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting.  Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center.  In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center.  In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City.  Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used.  Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad.  Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad.  These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective.  In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot.  In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard.  Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events.  However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad.  Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact.  Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.



Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan 


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations.  Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative.  Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches





· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches





· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA





· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives





· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting





Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively.  As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths.  Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP.  As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.  It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact  to the UCSF helipad.  Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area.  As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area.  Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.
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From: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 5:25 PM
To: Williams, Annette; Albert, Peter; Kirschbaum, Julie B; Jefferis, Richard Scott; Malone, Rob; Thornley,
Andy; Willson, Hank
Subject: Warriors follow up
Importance: High
 
All,
 
I have combed through the screencheck, noting my own comments, but more importantly where I
think you should review.  I am attaching that document, and I hope to have made it easier for you
with the table below.  You will also see your names in comments relating to the location in the
document or clarification needed.  I may also be looking for blocks of your time on Thursday and/or
Friday to join us at an off-site,  all-day review session. 
 
Please make comments/revisions with your Revisions on in Word, and save the file with your initials
after mine at the end of the title.
 
It is quite possible that I may follow up with additional requests.  But here is the kicker:  I need your
comments by tomorrow – let’s say 3:00 pm.
 
Thanks for your help,
 
Erin
 
NAME PAGE WHAT RESPONSE
Annette
Williams


5.2-54 ·   Review language for footnote
#20


·    


Peter 5.2-136,
154


·   Review language Note about
sponsor participation in TCC


·   Is the TCC the committee
who would coordinate with
Caltrain or other service
providers to increase service? 
I think so, but want to confirm..


·    


·    


Transit 5.2-86-100 ·   Quick review to see that
methodology looks good to
you


·    


Transit 5.2-149,
151


·   Pls Review ·    


Transit 5.2-174 ·   Emergency vehicles are
allowed to use bus-only


·    



mailto:peter.albert@sfmta.com





lanes.  What about lightrail
ROW?


  ·   Pls Review ·    


Parking 5.2-54,
135, 136


·   Please review to confirm you
are comfortable with language


·    


Parking 5.2-259 ·   Ok with discussion of RPP? ·    


Hank, TDM 5.2-71-76 ·   Review to confirm you are
comfortable with contents and
language.  (May want to refer
to TMP for most recent TDM
measures in that document)


·    


Adam 5.2-59, 85 ·   Are you coordinating Letter
from Ed? 


·    


 
 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 



http://www.sfmta.com/

https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets






From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com; "Beth Goldstein"
Subject: RE: UCSF Questions on CSD analysis
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 11:05:15 AM


Thanks Chris,
 
We’ll take a look at what he sends, but we may need to look at the dry weather analysis also
because I know the assumptions are the same in both the dry and wet weather analyses. This could
require a little time to resolve, so the earlier we get Paul’s input, the better.
 
Mary
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:55 AM
To: Mary Lucas McDonald
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Beth Goldstein
Subject: RE: UCSF Questions on CSD analysis
 
Hi Mary,
Paul’s concern is that some of the existing and planned UCSF wastewater facilities in the DSEIR and
appendix is inaccurate. I said we would correct these documents before publishing the draft if he
can provide the corrections to us before Tuesday 5/19. I also said that the descriptions in the DSEIR
can be fairly high level – detailed specs not needed – but that we would like them to be accurate.
 
Nothing yet on the SFPUC memo, but we gave them until tomorrow. I’ll follow up with SFPUC if they
haven’t sent the memo by tomorrow afternoon.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Mary Lucas McDonald [mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:30 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: joyce@orionenvironment.com; Beth Goldstein
Subject: UCSF Questions on CSD analysis
 



mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com
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Hi Chris,
 
Joyce just discussed this with me, and you can let me know what questions Paul has. I will coordinate
with Beth as needed to clarify any inconsistencies.
 
Also, have you had any feedback about our proposed SFPUC memo regarding the Mission Bay
Sanitary Pump Station capacity? As you know, we’ll need that to finalize Utilities.
 
Thanks,
 
Mary
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:06 AM
To: Franke, Paul
Cc: Wong, Diane C.; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Joyce
Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com); Beth Goldstein
Subject: RE: Catherine Reilly email address
 
Hi Paul,
Here’s my contact info. Thanks for your help with this.
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 5:58 PM
To: Franke, Paul
Cc: Wong, Diane C.; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: RE: Catherine Reilly email address
 
Hi, Paul – thanks for the clarification. Figured it was something like that (just trying to make sure we
don’t miss anything, so wanted to make sure it came through the official channel).
 
I am forwarding your email to the EP team to see who is the right person for you to talk with.
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Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Franke, Paul [mailto:Paul.Franke@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 5:24 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Wong, Diane C.
Subject: RE: Catherine Reilly email address
 
Hi Catherine,
 
Mea Culpa, I reached out to  Beth Goldstein at Hydroconsult Engineers. 
 
There are numerous inconsistencies in the hydrology Appendix they prepared and the hydrology
section in the DEIR – just trying to get some clarity on those inconsistencies without detailing them
out specifically in our comment letter.
 
Most revolve around the  characterization of our facilities in the SFDPW memo “Mariposa Pump
Station (MPS) Dry Weather Flow Hydraulic Analysis”, Technical Memorandum from Bassam Aldhafari
to Manfred Wong and Bessie Tam, February 3, 2015.
 
Thank you,
Paul Franke
Campus Planning
415 514 9209
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Jose I. Farran (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com) (jifarran@adavantconsulting.com)
Subject: RE: UCSF Triggers Agenda & Call?
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 12:41:25 PM


Just spoke with Lori.  They are interested in isolating the inbound 6-8p movements at a few key
intersections adjacent to the hospital and identifying metrics (ie, LOS degrades from D to E or F) that
would trigger additional transportation efforts or event scheduling restrictions.  We discussed the
most obvious difficulties of this approach including separating Warriors traffic contributions from
background or cumulative conditions; failing to separate hospital and event paths of travel (is


congestion at 16th and Third a problem if transit, bike and ped are free flowing and there is
unfettered vehicular access to/from Owens and Mariposa?); conducting regular traffic counts; using
one 30-45m period of congestion for non-emergency vehicles to restrict future events; etc. 


Here are the call-in details:
1:30p today
1 (866) 629-7499
Passcode 6472727#
 
Adam
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 11:22 AM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: UCSF Triggers Agenda & Call?
 
Adam,
 
Please let me know if UCSF has provided information about what they mean by
"triggers" and an agenda and a call-in number if this discussion is happening this
afternoon?
 
Bill Wycko
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:51:02 AM


 
 


From: Anthony Fournier [mailto:afournier@baaqmd.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:46 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Alison Kirk
Subject: Warriors Project mitigation measure costs for Vehicle Buy Back
 
Hi Jessica,
 
Thanks for the call this morning.  As a follow-up to our discussion, I want to confirm that the data
Alison provided in her previous email is based off of our review of the past few years of Vehicle Buy
Back (VBB – www.baaqmd.gov/VBB) program data, and represents the amount of funds we had
spent to reduce ~17.11 TPY of ozone precursors.  We came up with this number by looking at the
emissions reductions from the program in relation to the proposed mitigation amount, and the
corresponding funds provided to retire these vehicles.
 


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


 
Please let me know if you have any additional questions, and please forward this along to Chris too (I
don’t have his email address).
 
Thanks,
Anthony
 
 
Anthony Fournier
Director, Strategic Incentives Division
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109
Phone:  (415) 749-4961
Fax:  (415) 749-5020
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Gygi, Susan (CPC)
Cc: Myall, Hilde (CII)
Subject: Memo on how to amend the Plan/OPA
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 5:21:00 PM
Attachments: 4(a), 4(b) and 4(c)_MBS Block 1 Plan and OPA Amendment Memo.docx


Susan – as promised, here is a memo on the process we went through when we amended the MBS


for the hotel site.  We would need to do a similar process for the portion of the 4th and King station
within the project area (and the bits along the 280 ROW).  I have cc-ed Hilde so that you have a go-
to person.  Also, if you think I am cool, you are going to love Hilde and vice versa (assuming Hilde
thinks I’m cool).
 
For Block 1 we did not need to do a full blown EIR.  Guessing you would at a minimum do a Neg Dec


if not an EIR, so because your project area would include the portion for the station from 6th to 4th


outside the Redevelopment Project, we would need to be a co-lead on the document.  Elaine
Warren at the City Attorney is the one that has worked on the MB EIR since day one and my go-to
person to scope of what we would need to do CEQA-wise in MB.  John Malamut is the City Attorney
for the GSW project, but I would start with Elaine (though I love John as well).


Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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MEMORANDUM





TO:	Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure





FROM:	Tiffany Bohee


	Executive Director





SUBJECT:	Approving the Report on the Redevelopment Plan Amendment for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan to allow a mixture of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1 and authorizing transmittal of the Report on the Redevelopment Plan Amendment to the Board of Supervisors; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area





	Adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and approving the proposed Redevelopment Plan Amendment for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area to allow a mixture of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1; Recommending adoption of the proposed Redevelopment Plan Amendment by the Board of Supervisors; and Submitting the Successor Agency’s recommendation, including the proposed Redevelopment Plan Amendment, to the Board of Supervisors; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 





	Adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act and conditionally authorizing a Third Amendment to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement with FOCIL-MB, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, to allow a mixture of hotel, residential, and retail use on Block 1; Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area 











EXECUTIVE SUMMARY





Block 1 is a vacant, 2.73-acre parcel located in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (“Mission Bay South”), as shown on Exhibit A.  Under the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan (“South Redevelopment Plan”), Block 1 has a land use designation of Hotel that permits a 500-room hotel and up to 50,000 square feet of retail space.   





Pursuant to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (“South OPA”) between the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (“Former Redevelopment Agency”) and FOCIL-MB, LLC (“FOCIL”), the Mission Bay Master Developer, FOCIL sold the Block 1 site to Block 1 Associates, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company (“Block 1 Owner”).  The Block 1 Owner has analyzed the economic feasibility of a 500-room hotel under current market conditions and has concluded that such a large hotel is not financially feasible and developed a proposal that would include a mixed-use development of up to 350 residential units, a 250-room hotel, and up to 25,000 square feet of retail uses (“Block 1 Project”) in order to create an economically feasible project.  The Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (“OCII”) engaged PKF Consulting USA (“PKF”) to complete a peer review study to determine if the Block 1 Project would be feasible.  PKF found that in the current market, a 500-room hotel would not be feasible, but a smaller, 250-room hotel, as proposed would be feasible.     





In order to implement the Block 1 Project, amendments to the South Redevelopment Plan and the South OPA are necessary (“Amendments”).  The South Redevelopment Plan would be amended to allow up to 350 dwelling units as a secondary use on the Block 1 Site and provide for a corresponding increase in the total number of dwelling units permitted within Mission Bay South (“Plan Amendment”).  As required by the California Community Redevelopment Law (“CRL”), a Report on the Redevelopment Plan Amendment (“Report to the Board”) was prepared for the Plan Amendment.  





The amendment to the South OPA would provide for development on Block 1 of either a 500-room hotel with up to 50,000 square feet of retail, as currently allowed by the South Redevelopment Plan, or an alternative development of up to 350 dwelling units, 250 hotel rooms, and 25,000 square feet of retail (“OPA Amendment”).  Any residential development on Block 1 would be required to pay an in-lieu fee for affordable housing if condominiums are built, and provide affordable inclusionary units for rental projects. The Block 1 Owner will be complying with the Mission Bay equal opportunity programs, including OCII’s Small Business Enterprise policy.





Allowing for residential use of Block 1 will: (1) support the full economic use of Block 1, including development of a hotel; (2) accelerate the completion of development under the South Redevelopment Plan and the South OPA; and (3) generate more property tax revenues than the existing, undeveloped conditions.  Prior to the proposed Amendments becoming final, additional approvals are required by the Oversight Board, the Planning Commission (General Plan consistency findings only), San Francisco Board of Supervisors (“Board of Supervisors”), and the California Department of Finance (“DOF”).





As part of its actions on September 17, 1998, establishing the Mission Bay Redevelopment Project Areas, the former Redevelopment Agency Commission (“Former Agency Commission”) certified the Final Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (“FSEIR”) (Resolution No. 182-98) and adopted findings under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Resolution No. 183-98).    This FSEIR includes by reference a number of addenda.  In accordance with CEQA, OCII has prepared an eighth Addendum for the FSEIR that studies the possible environmental impacts of the proposed Amendments. Addendum #8 concludes that the proposed actions will not create any significant environmental impacts not already studied in the FSEIR or cause a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts.  OCII staff has reviewed the Amendments and found them to be within the scope of the Project analyzed in the FSEIR and addenda and no additional environmental review is needed.





Staff recommends approval of the Report on the Redevelopment Plan Amendment, which was prepared pursuant to the requirements of Community Redevelopment Law, and referral of the Report on the Redevelopment Plan Amendment to the Board of Supervisors, as well as the approval of the amendments to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement.





BACKGROUND





Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and Owner Participation Agreement





On September 17, 1998, by Resolution No. 190-98, the Former Agency Commission approved the South Redevelopment Plan.  On the same date, the Former Agency Commission adopted related documents, including Resolution No. 193-98 authorizing execution of the South OPA and related documents between the former Mission Bay Master Developer, Catellus Development Corporation (“Catellus”), and the Former Redevelopment Agency. The Board of Supervisors approved and adopted the South Redevelopment Plan by Ordinance No. 335-98 on November 2, 1998.  FOCIL subsequently assumed the rights and responsibilities of the Mission Bay Master Developer from Catellus in 2004.  The South OPA has been amended twice by the Former Agency Commission, the first time on February 17, 2004 (Resolution No. 23-2004) and the second time on November 1, 2005 (Resolution No. 177-2005).  The South Redevelopment Plan has never been amended since its adoption in 1998.





With approval from a successor agency’s oversight board and DOF, a successor agency may continue to implement “enforceable obligations” — existing contracts, bonds, leases, etc. — which were executed prior to the suspension of redevelopment agencies’ activities on June 28, 2011, the date that AB 26 was approved.  Redevelopment Dissolution Law defines “enforceable obligations” to include bonds, loans, judgments or settlements, and any “legally binding and enforceable agreement or contract that is not otherwise void as violating the debt limit or public policy,” (Cal. Health & Safety Code Section 34171(d)(1)(E)) as well as certain other obligations, including but not limited to requirements of state law and agreements made in reliance on pre-existing enforceable obligations.  The South OPA meets the definition of “enforceable obligations” under the Redevelopment Dissolution Law.








Process for Amending Existing Obligations and Redevelopment Plans





AB 1484 authorizes Oversight Boards to approve amendments to enforceable obligations if it finds that the amendments would be in the best interest of the taxing entities. (Cal. Health & Safety Code Section 34181(e)).  Therefore, the approval of the Third Amendment to the South OPA is conditioned upon the Oversight Board approval of the amendment and its determination of the benefit to the taxing entities, and then DOF’s subsequent review and approval of the Oversight Board’s action.  





Redevelopment plans may also be amended, per the process outlined under CRL.  Per CRL, redevelopment plan amendments require approval by the redevelopment agency and adoption by the legislative body. CRL (Cal. Health & Safety Code § 33453) also requires referral to the San Francisco Planning Commission for report and recommendation when there are substantial changes proposed to the plan that affect the General Plan.  CRL (Cal. Health & Safety Code § 33352) further requires preparation of a report on the plan amendment to provide relevant background information in support of the need, purpose, and impacts of the plan amendment. 






To implement a plan amendment, the Successor Agency Commission, commonly known as the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (“Commission”), refers the amendment to the Planning Commission for recommendation, if necessary, after the Commission votes to approve the plan amendment.  The plan amendment then goes to the full Board of Supervisors for approval. 








Block 1 Site 





Block 1 is bounded by Channel Street to the south, Third Street to the east, Fourth Street to the west and Mission Bay Park P3 to the north (see Exhibit A).  It is currently undeveloped and is used during baseball season as overflow parking for the nearby AT&T Park. The South Redevelopment Plan assigns a land use designation of Hotel to the site, and permits a 500-room hotel, and associated facilities, including banquet and conference facilities and up to 50,000 square feet of entertainment-oriented commercial uses.  Block 1 is the only block within Mission Bay South with a Hotel land use designation.





Despite its prime location at the gateway to Mission Bay South, Block 1 has remained vacant in the 15 years since the South Redevelopment Plan was first adopted in 1998. The Block 1 Owner analyzed the economic feasibility and concluded that a 500-room hotel is not financially viable in today’s market.  Staff reviewed the Block 1 Owner’s assumptions and engaged PKF, a national firm specializing in the hospitality field, to perform a detailed analysis of the viability of both a 500-room hotel and the proposed 250-room hotel (see Exhibit B) (“Feasibility Report”).  The Feasibility Report concluded that a 500-room hotel is not feasible on Block 1 in the current market, largely because the cost to develop a 500-room hotel on Block 1 as contemplated by the South Redevelopment Plan exceeds its market value under current market conditions, deeming it economically infeasible.  In addition, the Feasibility Report states that hotel investors typically require an internal rate of return (“IRR”) between 15 to 20%, and that a 500-room hotel would only result in an IRR of 7.8%, while a smaller 250-room select-service hotel would result in an IRR of 17%.





The infeasibility of the 500-room hotel can be explained, in part, by the site’s distance from the Moscone Convention Center and major tourist attractions, and San Francisco’s relatively high hotel development and operating costs and relatively low average room rates compared to other major cities.  The Feasibility Report also found that a smaller ± 250-room boutique, select-service, or extended stay hotel on the site would be economically feasible, as such hotels have much lower operating costs and are inherently more efficient that full-service hotels.








DISCUSSION





Pursuant to the South OPA, FOCIL sold the Block 1 site to the Block 1 Owner.  In order to realize the development potential of Block 1, the Block 1 Owner has proposed a mixed-use development, which includes an economically-feasible, smaller hotel together with residential dwelling units and retail space.  To allow for this economically-feasible project, the South Redevelopment Plan and South OPA need to be amended.






Proposed Amendments to South Redevelopment Plan and South OPA





The Block 1 Owner is seeking amendments to the South Plan and the South OPA to allow a smaller 250-room hotel with up to 350 residential units and 25,000 square feet of retail on Block 1 as an alternative to the already permitted 500-room hotel and 50,000 square feet of retail uses. The Plan Amendment (see Exhibit C) would allow up to 350 dwelling units as a secondary use on Block 1 and provide for a corresponding increase in the total number of dwelling units permitted within Mission Bay South. The OPA Amendment (see Exhibit D) would provide for development on Block 1 of either a 500-room hotel with up to 50,000 square feet of retail, as currently allowed by the South Redevelopment Plan, or an alternative development of up to 350 dwelling units (with a corresponding increase the total number of housing in Mission Bay South), 250 hotel rooms, and 25,000 square feet of retail. Allowable retail would include both entertainment retail and local-serving retail.





If the smaller hotel with residential mixed use project is built, the OPA Amendment would require as a condition of approval for any residential project on Block 1 that the developer pay an affordable housing in-lieu fee equal to 20% of the residential units if the project is comprised of ownership units, which is consistent with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program (“Inclusionary Program”); the affordable housing in-lieu fee will be used by the Agency to fund affordable housing units within the Mission Bay South Project Area.  If the residential project is a rental project, the owner will be required to construct 15% of the units as on-site affordable inclusionary housing, which is also consistent with the Inclusionary Program.  These inclusionary units will be affordable to low-income households earning up to sixty percent (60%) of the area median income (“AMI”), as adjusted only for household size, which is consistent with the typical maximum affordability of stand-alone affordable housing projects that OCII is constructing in Mission Bay South.  Rent increases for the affordable units will be limited to the percentage increase in the AMI from the preceding year. The OPA Amendment includes declarations of restrictions to ensure that the inclusionary units remain affordable for 75 years. 





In the event that the residential project converts from rental to ownership after occupancy, there will be restrictions in place to provide certain tenant protections.  Specifically, current tenants at the time of conversion will be offered a right of first refusal to purchase their unit at a price that is affordable based on their current income level, and they would be offered down payment assistance by the owner in the amount of 5% of their purchase price.  Should the tenant decide not to purchase their unit, the owner will offer relocation assistance consistent with the City’s Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the relocation allowances required under the San Francisco Rent Ordinance. Vacant affordable rental units, or units of affordable renters who decide not to purchase, will be offered to households earning up to 110% AMI, which is consistent with the affordability restrictions in the South OPA. The terms and conditions of the sale of affordable ownership units will conform to OCII’s Limited Equity Program, which ensures long-term affordability (45 years) and requires restrictions on resales to eligible affordable buyers.  These restrictions will be incorporated into a form of a Declaration of For-Sale Restrictions and Limited Equity Program documents, which will be finalized prior to OCII’s approval of the First Amendment to the Assignment & Assumption Agreement for Block 1.  





FOCIL has assigned its rights and obligations to the development of Block 1 with respect to Block 1 Owner, pursuant to an Assignment and Assumption Agreement, dated May 17, 2012, approved by the Successor Agency.  Concurrent with execution of the OPA Amendment, FOCIL, Block 1 Owner and OCII will enter into a First Amendment to Assignment and Assumption Agreement so that the Block 1 Owner is able to develop Block 1 with residential units and a smaller hotel pursuant to the OPA Amendment.  Under the First Amendment to the Assignment and Assumption Agreement, the Block 1 Owner will (i) agree to comply with all of the applicable terms and conditions of the OPA Amendment, (ii) enter into a card check agreement governing any hotel developed on Block 1; and (iii) comply with the Successor Agency's Small Business Enterprise Policy, as adopted by Agency Resolution No. 82-2009 (July 27, 2009) ("SBE Policy").  Since the OPA Amendment is considered a material change to the South OPA, and it triggers the applicability of the SBE Policy for FOCIL and any future developer that they assign the South OPA to in the future, including the Block 1 Owner through the First Amendment to the Assignment and Assumption Agreement; however, the original Mission Bay Program in Diversity, with its minority and women-owned enterprises, will continue to apply to developers that were assigned the South OPA prior to this OPA Amendment.     





As required by CRL, a Report to Board has been prepared for the Plan Amendment (see Exhibit E).  Because the proposed Plan Amendment is limited to this one land use change, the Report to Board primarily includes a discussion of the economic feasibility of the amendment as described above and the environmental document applicable to the amendment.  The Planning Commission is scheduled to review the project in mid-June for consistency with the San Francisco General Plan and its findings will be provided to the Board of Supervisors.








Findings – Compliance with Redevelopment Dissolution Law





By allowing for residential use and an economically-feasible hotel, the Amendments will support the full economic use of Block 1 and will accelerate the completion of development under the South Redevelopment Plan, the South OPA and the related enforceable obligations. The change in permitted uses on Block 1 is expected to result in its development, which would generate more revenues from property taxes payable to the taxing entities, including the City and County of San Francisco, the Bay Area Rapid Transit District, the San Francisco Community College District, and the San Francisco Unified School District, compared with the existing, undeveloped conditions. The Amendments do not propose any new capital expenditures by OCII or any change in OCII’s overall method of financing the redevelopment of Mission Bay South, and will accelerate the completion of development under the South Redevelopment Plan and the South OPA.








CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT





As part of its actions on September 17, 1998 establishing the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Project Areas, the Former Agency Commission certified the FSEIR, adopted CEQA findings, adopted a series of mitigation measures, and established a comprehensive system for mitigation monitoring. The Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission, and various City departments adopted similar findings and mitigation monitoring plans. 





Copies of the full four-volume FSEIR were distributed to the Former Agency Commission prior to the 1998 certification and adoption of the environmental findings, and have subsequently been made available to members of the Commission. The FSEIR includes by reference the following addenda:





· Addendum #1 - Analyzed the ballpark parking lots (dated March 21, 2000).





· Addendum #2 – Addressed Infrastructure Plan revisions related to 7th Street bike lanes and relocation of a storm drain outfall (dated June 20, 2001).





· Addendum #3 – Analyzed revisions to the South Design for Development related to the maximum allowable number of towers, tower separation and required step-backs (dated February 10, 2004).





· Addendum #4 – Analyzed revisions to parking requirements (dated March 9, 2004).





· Addendum #5 – Analyzed the UCSF proposal to establish a 400-bed hospital in Mission Bay South (dated October 4, 2005).





· Addendum #6 - Addressed revisions of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay (dated September 10, 2008). 





· Addendum #7 – Analyzed the Public Safety Building proposed for Block 8 in Mission Bay South (dated January 7, 2010).





In preparation for approval of the Amendments, Addendum #8, dated May 15, 2013, has been prepared to analyze the Amendments (see Exhibit E – included as part of the Report to Board).  Addendum #8 concludes that the Amendments will not create any significant environmental impacts not already studied in the FSEIR nor cause a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant impacts.  Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are required for the Amendments.  





OCII staff has reviewed the proposed Amendments and has considered and reviewed the FSEIR and addenda, specifically Addendum #8. OCII staff finds the Amendments to be within the scope of the project analyzed in the FSEIR and subsequent addenda and no additional environmental review is required pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15180, 15162, and 15163. 












NEXT STEPS





All Commission approvals of the Amendments will be conditioned on the final approval of the Amendments by the Oversight Board, California Department of Finance, and Board of Supervisors, where applicable.  Below are the steps for the OPA Amendment and the Plan Amendment.








OPA Amendment





The OPA Amendment requires Oversight Board approval, and it is scheduled to be presented to the Oversight Board in early June 2013, after which it will be referred to DOF for approval.  DOF has a 5 day period to request a review of an Oversight Board action, and then 40 days from the date of that request to either approve the Oversight Board’s action or return it to the Oversight Board for reconsideration.  Assuming that the Oversight Board approves the OPA Amendment in early June, DOF’s review period would be concluded by mid-July.  








Plan Amendment





The Planning Commission will also review the proposed Plan Amendment for consistency with the San Francisco General Plan and forward its General Plan consistency findings to the Board of Supervisors.  In addition, per CRL, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors must approve the Plan Amendment.  





Once the Amendments are approved by all regulatory bodies, development of Block 1 will proceed pursuant to the process outlined in the existing Mission Bay OPA and associated documents.  The first step for development of Block 1 will require the approval of a Major Phase for Block 1.  The Block 1 Owner has submitted a Major Phase Application to OCII to allow the development of up to 350 dwelling units and 250 hotel rooms.  This will be presented to the Commission as a separate item.  Once a Major Phase is approved for Block 1, individual building schematic designs will be developed and brought to the Commission for approval in the future. 








STAFF RECOMMENDATION





Staff recommends approval and referral to the Board of Supervisors of the Report on the Redevelopment Plan Amendment, as well as approval of the amendments to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan and Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement, subject to the following conditions of approval: 





1. The First Amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan is conditioned on final approval by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.





2. The Third Amendment to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement is conditioned on the final approval by the Oversight Board and California Department of Finance.


[bookmark: _GoBack]








(Originated by Christine Maher, Development Specialist, and 


Catherine Reilly, Project Manager)

















Tiffany Bohee


Executive Director








Exhibit A: 		Mission Bay Location Map


Exhibit B:		PKF Feasibility Study 


Exhibit C:		First Amendment to the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan 


Exhibit D:		Third Amendment to the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement 


Exhibit E:		Report to Board for Plan Amendment (includes Addendum #8)










From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Bill Wycko
Subject: FW: Warriors" Traffic Triggers
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 11:15:17 AM


FYI: It looks like there may be a call with UCSF re transportation issues this Friday at 1:30. I’ll share
the details when I get them from Adam. This time conflicts with the transportation screencheck
review session scheduled for Friday, but there’s we may cancel that works session (if we get through
all of the comments tomorrow).
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 10:42 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Re: Warriors' Traffic Triggers
 
Friday at 1:30p.  I'll forward the invite when I'm back at my desk.


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


On May 20, 2015, at 9:05 AM, Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi Adam,
The message you forwarded doesn’t include the details re this call. When is it and
what’s the topic? I’m available any time today, but Brett and Bill should also participate
in meetings and calls re transportation issues as they’re the technical leads.
 
Jose and Luba should be reviewing the comments received on the transportation
screencheck today, but can probably carve out some time for a call.
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:53 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: Warriors' Traffic Triggers
 
I would like to continue our conversation with UCSF but I'm concerned about
Jose and Luba's time.  Can you join?  How squeezed are they right now?


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


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Wong, Diane C." <Diane.Wong@ucsf.edu>
To: "Yamauchi, Lori" <Lori.Yamauchi@ucsf.edu>, "Tim Erney"
<terney@kittelson.com>, "Van de Water, Adam (ECN)"
<adam.vandewater@sfgov.org>, "Clarke Miller"
<CMiller@stradasf.com>, "José I. Farrán
[jifarran@adavantconsulting.com]"
<jifarran@adavantconsulting.com>, "'lubaw@lcwconsulting.com'"
<lubaw@lcwconsulting.com>
Cc: "Beauchamp, Kevin" <Kevin.Beauchamp@ucsf.edu>
Subject: Warriors' Traffic Triggers


Dial in Number 1 (866) 629-7499
Passcode 6472727# (no host)
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: Changes to MB Website - let me know if it doesn"t make sense
Date: Monday, May 25, 2015 2:47:00 PM
Attachments: Warriors" Info Memo - Item 8(a) - April 29 Spec Comm mtg.pdf


·         PROPOSED GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS EVENT CENTER PLAN: The Golden State Warriors (GSW)
design team and OCII staff provided information on the project at the following CAC and Commission on
Community Investment and Infrastructure meetings, please click below to see the latest presentation or
memorandum. (FERRY – replace the entire intro sentence)
o    May 19, 2015 OCII Commission Informational Memorandum on the Draft Schematic Designs (FERRY


please link to:  http://sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8879)
o    April 9, 2015 CAC Westside Schematic Design Presentation
o    March 12, 2015 CAC Eastside Schematic Design Presentation
o    December 16, 2014 OCII Commission Informational Memorandum on the Draft Major Phase, with


location map and copy of full Major Phase
o    December 2, 2014 OCII Commission Informational Memorandum on the Notice of Preparation,


(FERRY please link to: http://sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=7883) with Exhibit
A (FERRY please link to: http://sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=7884) and
Exhibit B (FERRY please link to: http://sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=7886)


o    November 13, 2014 CAC Community Outreach Process Overview and Next Steps Presentation
o    November 13, 2014 CAC Transportation Management Plan Presentation
o    September 18, 2014 CAC Event Center Presentation
o    August 14, 2014 CAC Event Center Presentation
o    April 29, 2014 Introduction to the GSW Proposal (FERRY – LINK to attached April 29, 2014 memo)


 
Ferry – please add/change the red text (though have it match the rest of the text – let me know if
that doesn’t make sense).  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW Alternatives Wycko Review Comments
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 4:30:03 PM


Page 7-30:  The number of intersections adversely affected by the proposed project
is not sixteen; please correct to be consistent with transportation analysis.


Pages 7-75 & 7-76:  In addition to the brief emergency vehicle discussion, please
acknowledge that the off-site alternative's impacts would be notably less direct on
UCSF Hospital because this alternative would not be directly adjacent to the hospital.


Pages 7-92 through 7-94:  Traffic impacts for the off-site alternative should be
characterized as substantially more severe than for the proposed project.  The
number of intersections would essentially double and significant traffic impacts would
occur under a greater number of scenarios.  Even though the off-site alternative
would generate fewer vehicle trips than the proposed project, traffic impacts would be
substantially greater due to its more central and more congested location.


Page 7-95:  With many impacts greater than for the proposed project, it is not
accurate to assert that the off-site alternative "would more effectively avoid and
substantially reduce the severity of a number of of significant impacts."


Pages 7-96 through 7-98, Table 7-26:  The summary of relative traffic impacts needs
to explicitly acknowledge that the extent of significant traffic impacts would be
substantially greater, instead of "similar," for the off-site alternative.


Pages 7-106 through 7-110:  The discussion of alternatives considered but rejected
needs a lot of work.  Much more so than for most projects, this project actively
investigated a variety of development options at the original Pier 30-32/Seawall Lot
330 sites as well as potentially viable alternative sites.  As a result of the public
process and complications that surfaced at the original project site, the project site
was moved to a site that was originally considered infeasible due to land acquisition
issues.  The discussion of alternatives considered but rejected needs to incorporate a
summary about how this project and its ultimate selected site evolved as part of the
CEQA process.  While the summaries of most of the additional alternative sites in
Table 7-27 are adequate, the treatment of Pier 50 is too cursory and needs to reflect
the extent to which this site was fairly seriously investigated and identify more specific
reasons why the Pier 50 site was rejected---for example, the narrative in Table 7-27
provides no basis for understanding why Pier 30/32/Seawall Lot 330 was included as
an alternative but not Pier 50.  The reasoning and constraints for Seawall 337 and
Former Potrero Power Plant Site also need to be elaborated in greater detail. 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Myall, Hilde (CII)
Subject: FW: [SBRMBNA] Fwd: Gov. Brown fast-tracks Warriors arena deal [3 Attachments]
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 2:55:00 PM


 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com [mailto:SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com] On Behalf Of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net
[SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 6:07 PM
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Fwd: Gov. Brown fast-tracks Warriors arena deal [3 Attachments]
 
 
[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]


 


 
Begin forwarded message:


From: Lawrence Stokus <lvstokus@att.net>
Subject: Gov. Brown fast-tracks Warriors arena deal
Date: May 12, 2015 at 6:06:36 PM PDT
To: SaveTheSanFranciscoWaterfront@yahoogroups.com
 
Digital Link:
 
http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/matier-ross/article/Clock-ticking-on-Warriors-arena-legal-fight-6259180.php
 
-----------------------------------
 
Analog JPEG:
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: afournier@baaqmd.gov
Cc: Alison Kirk (AKirk@baaqmd.gov); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Mitigation Offset Fee Calculation
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:41:55 PM
Attachments: image001.png
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image005.png


Hi Anthony,
 
As we discussed on the phone, I am sending you an email with exactly what we believe is needed to establish
and calculate the mitigation offset fee. Based on BAAQMD’s success in implementing emissions reduction
projects, like the Vehicle Buy Back program, it would be easiest to calculate the fee on a cost per ton basis
using the following equations:
 
Equation 1.
 
Total amount of money given out for VBB  = average amount of $/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 2.
 
Total tons of ozone precursor emissions reduction provided by VBB = average tons of ozone precursor
emissions reductions/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 3.
 
Results of equation 1  = Average cost/ton of Ozone precursor reduction
Results of equation 2
 
Equation 4.
 
([Results of Equation 1] *17.11 ) + 5% administrative fee = Mitigation Offset Fee
 
 
The table below compares the results of the different Mitigation Offset Fee methods considered when
applied to the proposed project.
 


Offset Fee Source Emissions
TPY


Net Offset
Fee/Ton


Admin
Fee


Total
Offset
Fee/Ton


Total Offset
Fee


San Joaquin 17.11 $9,350 4% $9,724.00 $166,377.64
Sacramento (see bottom of page:
http://airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml)


17.11 $18.030.00 5% $18,931.50 $323,917.97


Carl Moyer 17.11 $18.030.00 5% $18,931.50 $323,917.97
VBB w/CRF 17.11 $34,561.91 5% $36,290.00 $620,921.85


 
Thank you,
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Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: Anthony Fournier
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Alison Kirk; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Mitigation Offset Fee Calculation
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 8:34:26 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Jessica,
 
Thanks for the additional information on your request.  Please see below for the data you requested, and let
me know if you have any additional questions.
 
Thanks,
Anthony
 
 
Equation 1.
 
Total amount of money given out for VBB  = average amount of $/year X period (3 years)
 


Total funds expended through VBB since 2010 (program closed in 2011, 2012, and part of
2013) = $18,075,298
                = $18,075,298 / 3 years
                = $6,025,099.33 per year (average annual program expenditures)


 
Equation 2.
 
Total tons of ozone precursor emissions reduction provided by VBB = average tons of ozone precursor
emissions reductions/year
X period (3 years)
               


Total annual tons of ozone precursors reduced = 540 TPY (during the period referenced
above)


 
Equation 3.
 
Results of equation 1  = Average cost/ton of Ozone precursor reduction
Results of equation 2
 
                                = ($6,025,099.33 / 540 TPY of NOx + ROG)
                                = $11,152 per ton of NOx+ ROG average


Note: The calculation provided takes the average $ over 3 years, but uses the total annual
emissions from the 3 years of program operations.  The emissions should have also been
divided by 3 years (see below).


 
= ($6,025,099.33 / 180 TPY of NOx + ROG)
= $33,472.77 per ton of NOx+ ROG
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Equation 4.
 
([Results of Equation 1] *17.11 ) + 5% administrative fee = Mitigation Offset Fee


 
= [($11,152)*17.11] + (0.05*($11,152*17.11))
= $191,368.32 per year -  (comparing this amount to actual program data for scrapped cars
will reduce ~5.7 TPY of ozone precursors)
 
Note: I believe the formula should reference Equation 3, not Equation 1 results.  As
mentioned above,  Equation 3 uses the average $ over 3 years, but uses the total annual
emissions from the 3 years of program operations.  The emissions used in Equation 3 should
have also been divided by 3 years then this result should be used in Equation 4 (see below).


 
= [($33,472.77)*17.11] + (0.05*($33,472.77*17.11))
= $601,355.12 - total needed to achieve 17.11 TPY reduction


 
* Please note this amount is based on the average vehicle age for the program.


 
 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) [mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:42 PM
To: Anthony Fournier
Cc: Alison Kirk; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Mitigation Offset Fee Calculation
 
Hi Anthony,
 
As we discussed on the phone, I am sending you an email with exactly what we believe is needed to establish
and calculate the mitigation offset fee. Based on BAAQMD’s success in implementing emissions reduction
projects, like the Vehicle Buy Back program, it would be easiest to calculate the fee on a cost per ton basis
using the following equations:
 
Equation 1.
 
Total amount of money given out for VBB  = average amount of $/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 2.
 
Total tons of ozone precursor emissions reduction provided by VBB = average tons of ozone precursor
emissions reductions/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 3.
 
Results of equation 1  = Average cost/ton of Ozone precursor reduction
Results of equation 2
 
Equation 4.
 



mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org





([Results of Equation 1] *17.11 ) + 5% administrative fee = Mitigation Offset Fee
 
 
The table below compares the results of the different Mitigation Offset Fee methods considered when
applied to the proposed project.
 


Offset Fee Source Emissions
TPY


Net Offset
Fee/Ton


Admin
Fee


Total
Offset
Fee/Ton


Total Offset
Fee


San Joaquin 17.11 $9,350 4% $9,724.00 $166,377.64
Sacramento (see bottom of page:
http://airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml)


17.11 $18.030.00 5% $18,931.50 $323,917.97


Carl Moyer 17.11 $18.030.00 5% $18,931.50 $323,917.97
VBB w/CRF 17.11 $34,561.91 5% $36,290.00 $620,921.85


 
Thank you,
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of Lawrence Stokus lvstokus@att.net [SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]
To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] SF Chronicle: Warriors’ arena plan gains support from UCSF chancellor [4 Attachments]
Date: Saturday, May 23, 2015 9:03:52 PM


[Attachment(s) from Lawrence Stokus included below]


Digital Link:


http://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/matier-ross/article/Warriors-arena-plan-gains-support-from-UCSF-6283102.php


-------------------------------------


Analog JPEG:
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: I am in meetings all day until  6PM let me know if we need to talk today, or if we can talk tomorrow (end)
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 4:17:40 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Tomorrow morning is OK but we have some designers chomping at the bits so let’s not forget J
 
I can arrive a few minutes early if that helps.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 3:47 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller
Subject: I am in meetings all day until 6PM let me know if we need to talk today, or if we can talk
tomorrow (end)
 
 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine (MYR); Reilly,


Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Infographic for DSEIR Release
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 1:57:09 PM


Thanks Clarke. On the private financing I believe only TD Garden in Boston, Air Canada Centre in
Toronto and MSG in NY were all 100% privately financed, though MSG utilized a property tax waiver
and TD Garden was privately built but atop an MBTA garage (not sure if they received the land for
free).  I think Toronto is the only other privately financed arena on private land.  Let me know if your
team has further details.


A
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 1:39 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jesse Blout; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey,
Christine (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Infographic for DSEIR Release
 
Good list, Adam. A couple of edits below.
Clarke
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:36 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine (MYR);
Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Infographic for DSEIR Release
 
For the DSEIR release in early June, Phillip will create maps of baseline transportation improvements
coming to Mission Bay and planned service improvements for arena events as well as one of his
famous infographics.  Below are some key stats/visuals to start with for the infographic.  Let me
know as you have edits or think of others to include.
 


•          Opening date: in time for 2018-2019 season
•          Warriors arena avg attendance (9,300) = 22% of avg AT&T attendance (41,300)
•          Warriors arena capacity attendance (18,064) = 43% of capacity AT&T attendance(42,000)
•          On-site bike valet spaces: up to 400 (more than AT&T Park) [the overall on-site bike space


count is over 500; the bike valet is 300 of those.]
•          Funds the SFMTA purchase of 4 new light rail vehicles as well as improvements to the T-


Third trackway
•          Public $s in the land and construction of the arena: $0
·         Number of other arenas in U.S. entirely privately financed and on private land: 0 [Dan


Barrett should confirm, but we believe this to be true]
•          Arena projected to generate $14.1 Million/year in tax revenues
•          3.2 acres of plazas and public space (approx. 30% of the site)
•          Arena and Office buildings will be designed to LEED Gold standards
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•          On April 30, 2015, Governor Brown certified the project as an Environmental Leadership
Development Project (more info: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/2015.02.17_GSW_Blocks29-
32_AB900_Application_Submission.pdf)


•          Triggers construction of new 5.5 acre Bayfront Park and ___ units of affordable housing in
Mission Bay


•          Over 2,700 FTEs on-site plus an estimated __  construction jobs and up to 1,100 additional
FTEs during events


•          Will return the Warriors to SF after 47 years, create a much needed new venue for special
events and activate Mission Bay with up to 125,000 gsf of neighborhood serving retail
 


Thanks,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Arce, Pedro (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Mallory Shure; Emily Woods; jwinters@swagroup.com
Subject: Comment Clarifications
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2015 11:58:52 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Hello Pedro,
 
I have 2 quick questions regarding your comments on the BC/SD packages. In several locations
you’ve requested more information on the signage package and/or arts proposal. Both of these
items have been deferred to DD given the tight schedule and focus on bigger design moves to date;
the narrative at the beginning of each book states this and notes that some visuals include signage
“for informational purposes only.” Is there some other way in which we should emphasize that we
are not overlooking these vital project components?
 
On a related note, you’ve asked that the phasing plan have “complete information” in the open
space/gatehouse/parking and loading book. I am not quite sure what you are envisioning here, as
we intend to build the project in one “phase.”
 
Thanks in advance for any clarification you can offer!
 
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Anthony Fournier
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Alison Kirk; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Mitigation Offset Fee Calculation
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 8:34:27 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Hi Jessica,
 
Thanks for the additional information on your request.  Please see below for the data you requested, and let
me know if you have any additional questions.
 
Thanks,
Anthony
 
 
Equation 1.
 
Total amount of money given out for VBB  = average amount of $/year X period (3 years)
 


Total funds expended through VBB since 2010 (program closed in 2011, 2012, and part of
2013) = $18,075,298
                = $18,075,298 / 3 years
                = $6,025,099.33 per year (average annual program expenditures)


 
Equation 2.
 
Total tons of ozone precursor emissions reduction provided by VBB = average tons of ozone precursor
emissions reductions/year
X period (3 years)
               


Total annual tons of ozone precursors reduced = 540 TPY (during the period referenced
above)


 
Equation 3.
 
Results of equation 1  = Average cost/ton of Ozone precursor reduction
Results of equation 2
 
                                = ($6,025,099.33 / 540 TPY of NOx + ROG)
                                = $11,152 per ton of NOx+ ROG average


Note: The calculation provided takes the average $ over 3 years, but uses the total annual
emissions from the 3 years of program operations.  The emissions should have also been
divided by 3 years (see below).


 
= ($6,025,099.33 / 180 TPY of NOx + ROG)
= $33,472.77 per ton of NOx+ ROG
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Equation 4.
 
([Results of Equation 1] *17.11 ) + 5% administrative fee = Mitigation Offset Fee


 
= [($11,152)*17.11] + (0.05*($11,152*17.11))
= $191,368.32 per year -  (comparing this amount to actual program data for scrapped cars
will reduce ~5.7 TPY of ozone precursors)
 
Note: I believe the formula should reference Equation 3, not Equation 1 results.  As
mentioned above,  Equation 3 uses the average $ over 3 years, but uses the total annual
emissions from the 3 years of program operations.  The emissions used in Equation 3 should
have also been divided by 3 years then this result should be used in Equation 4 (see below).


 
= [($33,472.77)*17.11] + (0.05*($33,472.77*17.11))
= $601,355.12 - total needed to achieve 17.11 TPY reduction


 
* Please note this amount is based on the average vehicle age for the program.


 
 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) [mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 3:42 PM
To: Anthony Fournier
Cc: Alison Kirk; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Mitigation Offset Fee Calculation
 
Hi Anthony,
 
As we discussed on the phone, I am sending you an email with exactly what we believe is needed to establish
and calculate the mitigation offset fee. Based on BAAQMD’s success in implementing emissions reduction
projects, like the Vehicle Buy Back program, it would be easiest to calculate the fee on a cost per ton basis
using the following equations:
 
Equation 1.
 
Total amount of money given out for VBB  = average amount of $/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 2.
 
Total tons of ozone precursor emissions reduction provided by VBB = average tons of ozone precursor
emissions reductions/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 3.
 
Results of equation 1  = Average cost/ton of Ozone precursor reduction
Results of equation 2
 
Equation 4.
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([Results of Equation 1] *17.11 ) + 5% administrative fee = Mitigation Offset Fee
 
 
The table below compares the results of the different Mitigation Offset Fee methods considered when
applied to the proposed project.
 


Offset Fee Source Emissions
TPY


Net Offset
Fee/Ton


Admin
Fee


Total
Offset
Fee/Ton


Total Offset
Fee


San Joaquin 17.11 $9,350 4% $9,724.00 $166,377.64
Sacramento (see bottom of page:
http://airquality.org/ceqa/mitigation.shtml)


17.11 $18.030.00 5% $18,931.50 $323,917.97


Carl Moyer 17.11 $18.030.00 5% $18,931.50 $323,917.97
VBB w/CRF 17.11 $34,561.91 5% $36,290.00 $620,921.85


 
Thank you,
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: FW: request for EIR
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:30:19 PM


Please add to the hardcopy list for the EIR.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Oerth, Sally (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:15 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: request for EIR
 
Hi Catherine – as we discussed, here is the mailing address of the gentleman who requested a hard
copy of the draft EIR be sent to him once published. Could you pass this on to the EIR team? Thanks
 
Ruben Santiago
P.O. Box 56631
Hayward, CA 94545-6631
 
_____________________________________
Sally Oerth
Deputy Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103


Phone: 415.749.2580
Fax: 415.749.2585
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jesse Blout; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine (MYR);


Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Infographic for DSEIR Release
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 1:39:12 PM


Good list, Adam. A couple of edits below.
Clarke
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:36 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine (MYR);
Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Infographic for DSEIR Release
 
For the DSEIR release in early June, Phillip will create maps of baseline transportation improvements
coming to Mission Bay and planned service improvements for arena events as well as one of his
famous infographics.  Below are some key stats/visuals to start with for the infographic.  Let me
know as you have edits or think of others to include.
 


•          Opening date: in time for 2018-2019 season
•          Warriors arena avg attendance (9,300) = 22% of avg AT&T attendance (41,300)
•          Warriors arena capacity attendance (18,064) = 43% of capacity AT&T attendance(42,000)
•          On-site bike valet spaces: up to 400 (more than AT&T Park) [the overall on-site bike space


count is over 500; the bike valet is 300 of those.]
•          Funds the SFMTA purchase of 4 new light rail vehicles as well as improvements to the T-


Third trackway
•          Public $s in the land and construction of the arena: $0
·         Number of other arenas in U.S. entirely privately financed and on private land: 0 [Dan


Barrett should confirm, but we believe this to be true]
•          Arena projected to generate $14.1 Million/year in tax revenues
•          3.2 acres of plazas and public space (approx. 30% of the site)
•          Arena and Office buildings will be designed to LEED Gold standards
•          On April 30, 2015, Governor Brown certified the project as an Environmental Leadership


Development Project (more info: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/2015.02.17_GSW_Blocks29-
32_AB900_Application_Submission.pdf)


•          Triggers construction of new 5.5 acre Bayfront Park and ___ units of affordable housing in
Mission Bay


•          Over 2,700 FTEs on-site plus an estimated __  construction jobs and up to 1,100 additional
FTEs during events


•          Will return the Warriors to SF after 47 years, create a much needed new venue for special
events and activate Mission Bay with up to 125,000 gsf of neighborhood serving retail
 


Thanks,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
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City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
 








From: Clarke Miller
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jesse Blout; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine (MYR);


Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Infographic for DSEIR Release
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 4:07:12 PM


Adam, if we keep the data set to U.S. only, we don’t need to worry about Air Canada. As for MSG,
Carlock isn’t positive on initial financing, but he believes TD Bank got some public money for
infrastructure and/or land. See below.
Clarke
 
From: David Carlock [mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 2:36 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; David Kelly
Cc: Jesse Blout
Subject: Re: Infographic for DSEIR Release
 
MSG is a weird one because it was built in 1968.  I am not familiar with the initial financing. I believe
the recent renovation was private.  
 
I believe Air Canada got public infrastructure and potentially land. Same for TD Bank North.
 
-----------------------------------------------------
David S. Carlock
Principal
Machete Group
(m) 832.453.1239
(o) 713.893.4246
 
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 1:57 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine (MYR);
Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: RE: Infographic for DSEIR Release
 
Thanks Clarke. On the private financing I believe only TD Garden in Boston, Air Canada Centre in
Toronto and MSG in NY were all 100% privately financed, though MSG utilized a property tax waiver
and TD Garden was privately built but atop an MBTA garage (not sure if they received the land for
free).  I think Toronto is the only other privately financed arena on private land.  Let me know if your
team has further details.


A
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 1:39 PM
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Jesse Blout; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey,
Christine (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
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Subject: RE: Infographic for DSEIR Release
 
Good list, Adam. A couple of edits below.
Clarke
 


From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN) [mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:36 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; pj@pjcommunications.com; Rich, Ken (ECN); Falvey, Christine (MYR);
Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Infographic for DSEIR Release
 
For the DSEIR release in early June, Phillip will create maps of baseline transportation improvements
coming to Mission Bay and planned service improvements for arena events as well as one of his
famous infographics.  Below are some key stats/visuals to start with for the infographic.  Let me
know as you have edits or think of others to include.
 


•          Opening date: in time for 2018-2019 season
•          Warriors arena avg attendance (9,300) = 22% of avg AT&T attendance (41,300)
•          Warriors arena capacity attendance (18,064) = 43% of capacity AT&T attendance(42,000)
•          On-site bike valet spaces: up to 400 (more than AT&T Park) [the overall on-site bike space


count is over 500; the bike valet is 300 of those.]
•          Funds the SFMTA purchase of 4 new light rail vehicles as well as improvements to the T-


Third trackway
•          Public $s in the land and construction of the arena: $0
·         Number of other arenas in U.S. entirely privately financed and on private land: 0 [Dan


Barrett should confirm, but we believe this to be true]
•          Arena projected to generate $14.1 Million/year in tax revenues
•          3.2 acres of plazas and public space (approx. 30% of the site)
•          Arena and Office buildings will be designed to LEED Gold standards
•          On April 30, 2015, Governor Brown certified the project as an Environmental Leadership


Development Project (more info: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/2015.02.17_GSW_Blocks29-
32_AB900_Application_Submission.pdf)


•          Triggers construction of new 5.5 acre Bayfront Park and ___ units of affordable housing in
Mission Bay


•          Over 2,700 FTEs on-site plus an estimated __  construction jobs and up to 1,100 additional
FTEs during events


•          Will return the Warriors to SF after 47 years, create a much needed new venue for special
events and activate Mission Bay with up to 125,000 gsf of neighborhood serving retail
 


Thanks,
 
Adam Van de Water
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: FW: request for EIR
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 4:30:18 PM


Please add to the hardcopy list for the EIR.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Oerth, Sally (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 4:15 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Subject: request for EIR
 
Hi Catherine – as we discussed, here is the mailing address of the gentleman who requested a hard
copy of the draft EIR be sent to him once published. Could you pass this on to the EIR team? Thanks
 
Ruben Santiago
P.O. Box 56631
Hayward, CA 94545-6631
 
_____________________________________
Sally Oerth
Deputy Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103


Phone: 415.749.2580
Fax: 415.749.2585
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From: Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
To: Woo, Kimberly
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; cmiller@stradasf.com; Denson, Mike; Partika, Eric; jerome.defilippo@sfgov.org; Fung, Neil;


Gordon, Ben; Reilly, Catherine (ADM); SFPD Southern Station, (POL)
Subject: Re: Update: GSW Event Center & environs security meeting
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:02:13 AM


Assuming it works for Captain DeFillipo, I am available 


6/10       3:30-5
6/17       3:30-5


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


On May 18, 2015, at 1:05 PM, Woo, Kimberly <Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu> wrote:


All:
 
I am hoping to reschedule the GSW event center & environs security meeting.  Please
hold the dates/times below.  For those who have not responded, please let me know if
you are available for a 90 minute meeting at SF Ci8ty Hall or via conference call:
 
6/10       1-5
6/17       3:30-5
 
Participants: Mike Denson, Eric Partika, Jerome DeFilippo, Ben Gordon, or Neil Fung,
Adam Van de Water, Laura Lane, Kate Aufhauser, Clarke Miller, Lori Yamauchi, Kevin
Beauchamp, Kam Subbarayan
 
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
E-mail:kwoo@planning.ucsf.edu
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán


(jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: EP GSW Transportation Section Comments
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 5:08:41 PM
Attachments: 5-02_Transportation-Circulation_GSW MB ADSEIR2_050715+bb+ERO.docx


Only a few minor comments/track changes. Comments include ERO comments.
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Transportation and Circulation


Introduction


This section analyzes the potential project-level and cumulative impacts on transportation and circulation during construction and operation of the proposed project. Transportation-related issues of study include transit, vehicle traffic on local and regional roadways, bicycles, pedestrians, loading, emergency vehicle access, parking, and construction-related transportation activities. This section provides a summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR transportation section, an overview of existing transportation conditions, a description of the applicable transportation regulations and policies, methodologies and assumptions used in the impact analysis, and impact assessment and mitigation measures. Information and analysis related to project impacts on UCSF helipad operations conditions is presented in its entirely in Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations. Supporting detailed technical information is included in Appendix TR.


Summary of Mission Bay FSEIR Transportation Section


Mission Bay FSEIR Setting


The transportation and circulation setting section of the Mission Bay FSEIR provided information on the transportation facilities and system serving the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment Plan areas at that time, using data collected in 1995 and 1996, and reflecting 1997 conditions. The transportation network included the system of local streets, ramps and freeways, local and regional bus and rail lines, ferry service, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, parking areas, and truck loading areas, and described the freeway and local circulation patterns in 1997, as they had changed substantially in the SoMa/Mission Bay area following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.


Mission Bay FSEIR Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Transportation and circulation impacts assessed in the Mission Bay FSEIR included Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 as part of numerous other blocks analyzed in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 28 transportation mitigation measures that were also included in the Plan's project description and assumed in the impact analysis (FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.28). These measures included transportation infrastructure improvements, including new or upgraded traffic signals and/or lane reconfigurations at 20 study intersections, construction of six new street segments, and rerouting of the 22 Fillmore and 30 Stockton or 45 Union-Stockton Muni bus routes into the Mission Bay South Plan area.


The transportation impact analysis identified significant traffic impacts at 11 of the 41 study intersections for the overall Plan area. Traffic impacts were identified as less than significant with mitigation at four intersections (Brannan/Seventh, Townsend/Seventh, Townsend/Eight, 16th/Vermont), and as significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections adjacent to I-80 freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex). The Mission Bay FSEIR found the impacts related to regional and local transit capacity utilization, pedestrians and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The cumulative impact analysis addressed future year 2015 plus project conditions (2015 being assumed as the project build-out year), and indicated that 17 of the 41 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. In addition, cumulative development would result in a lengthening of the p.m. peak commute period, and the Mission Bay project would contribute considerably to this cumulative impact. The additional project-related transit trips were found to result in a significant contribution to cumulative impacts on Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District (AC Transit), on the Northeast screenline of the Muni downtown screenlines, and on light rail service on King Street and on The Embarcadero. The Mission Bay FSEIR found cumulative impacts related to pedestrian and bicycle circulation, loading conditions, rail, and transportation-related construction impacts to be less than significant.


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified 22 additional mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the project description (i.e., FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 through E.50). These measures included ten additional intersection improvements and improvements on four street segments (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.29 through E.42), encouraging increasing Bay Bridge tolls for single-occupant vehicles during commute hours (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.43), encouraging AC Transit to expand service to downtown San Francisco (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44), and providing additional light rail capacity to serve the Mariposa Street stop from downtown (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45). In addition, five Transportation System Management measures were identified, including establishing a Transportation Management Organization (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46)[footnoteRef:2], developing and implementing a Transportation System Management Plan (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47), constraining parking within the University of California San Francisco (UCSF) campus (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48), encouraging ferry service (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49), and providing flexible work hours/telecommuting (FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.50). FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.20, E.37, E.39, E.40 related to intersection improvements, and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.48 related to constraining parking within the UCSF campus, were rejected by the Board of Supervisors and are not part of the 1998 Mission Bay Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. The measures, their current status, and their applicability to the proposed project are described in Appendix TR and Appendix MIT. [2: 	The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) is the non-profit organization that was formed to meet the requirements of the FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.46: Transportation Management Organization.] 



At 10 of the 17 study intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E. 29 through E.42 were found to reduce the Plan-level cumulative impacts to less than significant levels. However, even with implementation of the transportation mitigation measures, the project traffic was found to contribute to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 Westbound Off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the p.m. peak hour. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels.


Setting


Regional and Local Roadways


Regional Access


Interstate 280 (I-280) provides the primary regional access to the Mission Bay area from southwestern San Francisco, the Peninsula and the South Bay. I-280 has an interchange with U.S. 101 south of the Mission Bay. Nearby northbound and southbound on- and off-ramps are located at Mariposa Street (northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp) and at 18th Street (southbound off-ramp and northbound on-ramp). The northern terminus of I-280 is on King Street at Fifth Street.


Interstate 80 (I-80) and U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101) provide regional access to the Mission Bay area. U.S. 101 serves San Francisco and the Peninsula/South Bay, and extends north via the Golden Gate Bridge to the North Bay. Van Ness Avenue serves as U.S. 101 between Market Street and Lombard Street. I-80 connects San Francisco to the East Bay and points east via the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. U.S. 101 and I-80 merge west of the project site. Northbound access is provided via an off-ramp at Mariposa Street (at Vermont Street), on-ramps at Cesar Chavez Street, and on-ramps and off-ramps at Bryant and Harrison Streets. 


Local Access


Terry A. Francois Boulevard is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street, extending between Third Street and Mariposa Street (at Illinois Street). The roadway generally has two travel lanes each way, with on-street parking on both sides of the street. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be realigned to the west to be adjacent to the east side of Blocks 30 and 32, and a buffered two-way cycle track (Class II) will be provided as part of the San Francisco Bay Trail on the east side of the street. A bicycle lane (Class II facility) currently runs on each side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Illinois Street and Third Street. 


Bridgeview Way is a two-way, north-south public street, privately maintained, that extends between Mission Bay Boulevard South and South Street. The roadway has one travel lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. 


Illinois Street is a two-way, north-south roadway to the east of Third Street that extends between 16th Street and Cargo Way. The roadway primarily has one lane each way with on-street parking on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 5 runs both ways along Illinois Street, with bicycle lanes between Cesar Chavez and 16th Streets (Class II). 


Third Street is the principal north-south arterial in the southeast part of San Francisco, extending from its interchange with U.S. 101 and Bayshore Boulevard, to its intersection with Market Street. In the Mission Bay area, Third Street has two travel lanes each way. In the San Francisco General Plan, Third Street is designated as a Major Arterial in the Congestion Management Program (CMP) network, a Metropolitan Transportation System (MTS) Street, a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street between Market and Townsend Streets, and between Mission Rock Street and Bayshore Boulevard), a Citywide Pedestrian Network Street and Trail (between 24th Street and Yosemite Avenue), and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. South of China Basin, the T Third light rail operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way, with the exception of the segment between Kirkwood Avenue and Thomas Avenue, where the light rail runs within a mixed-flow lane. Third Street between China Basin and Townsend Street is also part of Bicycle Route 536 (Class III).[footnoteRef:3] [3: 	Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped within the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, while Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share the travel lane with vehicles. ] 



Fourth Street is a principal north-south arterial between Market and Mariposa Streets. Between Market and King Streets, Fourth Street runs southbound and has four southbound travel lanes. From King Street to Berry Street, Fourth Street has two lanes each way. Between Berry and 16th Streets, Fourth Street is two-way and has one travel lanes each way. South of 16th Street, Fourth Street provides local access to the UCSF Medical Center; there is no through motor-vehicle access between 16th and Mariposa Streets. Fourth Street is classified as a Congestion Management Network Major Arterial and a part of the Metropolitan Transportation System. Fourth Street is designated as a Primary Transit Important Preferential Street; is a part of the Citywide Pedestrian Network from Market Street to Folsom Street; is part of the Bay Trail between King and Mission Streets; and is designated as a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street. The T Third Street light rail line runs northbound on Fourth Street within mixed-flow lanes between Channel and Berry Streets, and in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way between Berry and King Streets. Fourth Street has bicycle lanes (Class II) both ways between Channel and 16th Streets.


Owens Street is currently a two-way north-south Local Street with one lane each way that extends between 16th Street and the Mission Bay Circle on the western edge of Mission Bay. Onstreet parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. Owens Street will be extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets and restriped to two lanes each way as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Seventh Street is a north-south roadway that extends between Market and 16th Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Seventh Street has one lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street between Irwin and 16th Streets. Seventh Street has Class II bike lanes (Route 23) between Brannan and 16th Streets.


Mississippi Street is a north-south roadway that runs discontinuously between 16th/Seventh and Cesar Chavez Streets. In the vicinity of the Mission Bay area, Mississippi Street has one travel lane each way and on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. Bicycle Route 23 runs on Mississippi Street (Class II) between 16th and Mariposa Streets. 


King Street is a four-lane east-west roadway with a semi-exclusive center median for light rail operations. King Street connects the I-280 northern terminus on- and off-ramps at Fifth Street with The Embarcadero. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street with a bicycle lane (Class II) on the north side of the street between The Embarcadero and Fourth Street, and on the south side of the street between Fourth and Fifth Streets. King Street is designated in the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan as a Major Arterial in the CMP Network (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a MTS Street (between Second Street and Fourth Street), a Primary Transit Preferential Street (Transit Important Street), and a Neighborhood Pedestrian Network Connection Street. Muni lines N Judah and T Third operate along the median along King Street east of Fourth Street. Bicycle Route 5 (Class II and Class III) runs on King Street east of Third Street.


Channel Street is an east-west roadway that currently starts at Third Street and dead-ends west of Fourth Street. Channel Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street between Third and Fourth Streets. West of Fourth Street, Channel Street has one lane each way and parking is permitted on both sides. The T Third Street light rail line operates in a semi-exclusive center median right-of-way on Channel Street between Third and Fourth Streets. Channel Street is planned to be extended to the Mission Bay Circle in the future as a two-lane roadway with on-street parking permitted on the north side, as part of the Mission Bay Plan.


Mission Rock Street is a two-lane east-west roadway that extends between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Fourth Street. It has one travel lane each way; on-street parking is provided on both sides of the street. 


Mission Bay Drive is a east-west roadway that runs between Mission Bay Circle and Seventh Street (under I-280 and across the Caltrain railroad tracks). Two travel lanes and a bicycle lane (Class II) are provided each way, separated by a landscaped median. On-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street.


South Street is an east-west roadway that runs for two blocks between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Two travel lanes are currently provided each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street. A sidewalk is not currently provided on the south side of the street (i.e., adjacent to the undeveloped project site blocks). 


Sixteenth (16th) Street is an east-west arterial that runs between Illinois and Castro Streets. In the Mission Bay area, 16th Street has two travel lanes each way, and on-street parking is prohibited on both sides of the street; dedicated left turn lanes are provided at all intersections. Sixteenth Street is classified as a Primary Transit Oriented Preferential Street between De Haro and Church Streets and a Neighborhood Commercial Pedestrian Street between Bryant and Church Streets. As part of the Mission Bay Plan, 16th Street will be extended east of Illinois Street to connect with Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Bicycle Route 40 runs between Illinois and Kansas Streets with bicycle lanes (Class II) on both sides of the street.


Part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:4] extends along 16th Street between Third and Church Street. In the segment between Third and Seventh Streets, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. West of Seventh Street, two options are still under consideration – either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be provided by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. The implementation of the side-running transit-only lanes is assumed in the intersection analysis of 2015 conditions. [4: 	The TEP – Transit Effectiveness Project included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project reflects a combination of the two proposals. (Available online at http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/tep-transit-effectiveness-project. Accessed April 7, 2015.)] 



Mariposa Street is an east-west roadway that runs between Illinois and Harrison Streets. The I280 northbound off-ramp and southbound on-ramp are located immediately east of the intersection of Mariposa/Pennsylvania. In the Mission Bay area, Mariposa Street currently has one to two lanes each way and on-street parking is provided on Mariposa Street west of Tennessee Street. Bicycle Routes 23 and 7 run both ways on Mariposa Street with sharrows (Class III) between Illinois and Mississippi Streets. Mariposa Street is planned to be widened in the future to a five-lane roadway (two-lanes each way with exclusive center left-turn lanes at major intersections) as part of the Mission Bay Plan.






The following roadway infrastructure improvements are being implemented by the Mission Bay Development Group (i.e., MBDG, the infrastructure master developer) as part of the opening of Phase One of the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay, consistent with the 1998 Mission Bay South Area Plan, and are assumed in the intersection analyses of 2015 conditions:


· Owens Street is being extended between 16th and Mariposa Streets, to connect with the I280 on- and off-ramps and to create a new intersection at Mariposa Street. The existing signal at the intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 northbound off-ramp is being upgraded to accommodate the new Owens Street approach.


· Mariposa Street is being widened on the north side by approximately 15 feet, and left turn lanes striped at major intersections. The Mariposa Street Bridge over the Caltrain tracks is being restriped to provide two exclusive westbound left turn lanes for a total of three lanes, and create a new signalized intersection with Owens Street.


· The northbound I-280 off-ramp is being widened to the east to provide an additional lane and better align with Owens Street. Mariposa Street between the I-280 southbound on-ramp and Pennsylvania Avenue is being re-striped to accommodate the lane configurations described above. 


· The existing stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound onramp (with the eastbound approach stop-controlled) is being signalized.


· The existing side-street stop-controlled intersection of Mariposa Street and Minnesota Street/Fourth Street is being signalized.


Intersection Operations


Existing conditions at 21 study intersections were analyzed for the following analysis hours:


· Weekday p.m. peak hour - generally 5:00 to 6:00 p.m. which coincides with the existing evening commute, 


· Weekday evening peak hour - generally 6:00 to 7:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for weekday evening events, 


· Weekday late p.m. peak hour - generally 10:00 to 11:00 p.m. which coincides with departures for weekday evening events, and


· Saturday evening peak hour – generally 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. which coincides with arrivals for Saturday evening events.


Intersection traffic volume counts were conducted for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Transportation conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Intersection turning movement counts were collected at the study intersections on multiple midweek days (Tuesday, Wednesday, or Thursday) and on Saturdays in October, November, December 2013, June and July 2013, and May and June 2014, both with and without a San Francisco Giants (SF Giants) game at AT&T Park (on King Street, between Second and Third Streets). Existing turning movement volume summaries tables and figures are included in Appendix TR. Traffic volumes are highest during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the weekday evening peak hour volumes are approximately 10 percent lower than the p.m. peak hour. The weekday late evening peak hour is about 40 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour. Traffic volumes at the study intersections are about half as much on Saturdays as on weekdays. 


During 2013 and 2014, when the intersection counts were being conducted, the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building were under construction. Both facilities opened in early 2015. The vehicular travel demand associated with these uses was added to the counts conducted in 2013 and 2014 to reflect full occupancy and operation of these facilities. The travel demand associated with these uses was based on the travel demand for the weekday p.m. peak hour identified in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, as well as information on existing weekday and Saturday parking occupancy (a proxy for level of activity at UCSF facilities) at other UCSF parking facilities in order to estimate the vehicle trips for the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.[footnoteRef:5] Vehicle trips associated with the Public Safety Building were based on travel demand estimates conducted as part of that project.[footnoteRef:6] Thus, the travel demand for UCSF includes the UCSF facilities and the Public Safety Building in Mission Bay open by spring of 2015. [5: 	UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR Source; UCSF 2014 parking occupancy data for Parnassus and Mt Zion campus sites.]  [6: 	Mission Bay Public Safety Building Transportation Assessment-Final Report, prepared for the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Works by Adavant Consulting January 6, 2010.] 



In addition, a portion of the UCSF Mission Bay campus traffic as well as existing traffic accessing the Mission Bay campus was rerouted as appropriate to use the new Owens Street extension between 16th and Mariposa streets. Furthermore, minor adjustments were made to the traffic counts to balance intersection inbound and outbound traffic flows between intersections, where necessary.


Weekday peak hour traffic volume counts were conducted during the p.m., evening and late evening peak hours at the intersections of Third/16th, Fourth/16th, and Fourth/Mariposa in April 2015, and compared to the corresponding 2013/2014 traffic volumes adjusted to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building used in the intersection analysis. The April 2015 data indicated that the actual counts were similar to the adjusted 2013/2014 volumes, and no additional adjustments were made. In general, the adjusted volumes used in the analysis are higher than those collected in the field in April 2015. Some counts collected in the field along Mariposa Street, as well as the turns in and out of the UCSF Medical Center via Fourth Street, were higher than those estimated for the analysis, but this is attributed to the fact that the main vehicular entrance to the UCSF Medical Center via the new extension of Owens Street between Mariposa Street and 16th Street has not yet been built (it is expected to open in the fall 2015), and access to the facility is currently via Fourth Street.






The roadway segments and intersection configurations for the study intersections reflect the build out of the roadway network within Mission Bay as development proceeds, such as the extension of Channel Street from the Mission Bay Circle to Fourth Street, and implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR mitigation measures that were included as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These include Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.1 through E.18, E.21 through E.24, and partial implementation of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.25 (Channel Street) and FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.26 (North and South Mission Bay Boulevard and Mission Bay Drive). In addition, FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.29 to E.34 related to intersections and roadways, and FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.36 to E.41 have been implemented.


Traffic conditions at the study intersections were evaluated using level of service (LOS), and were evaluated using the Highway Capacity Manual 2000 (HCM 2000) methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersection conditions.[footnoteRef:7] Level of service is a qualitative description of operating conditions ranging from LOS A (i.e., free-flow conditions with little or no delay) to LOS F (i.e., jammed conditions with excessive delays). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections; it defines each of the levels of service and shows the correlation between average control delay and LOS. [7: 	Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Capacity Manual, Washington D.C., 2000.] 



Existing levels of service at the study intersections are presented in Table 5.2-1 for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and the Saturday evening peak hours. Figure 5.2-1 presents the existing LOS conditions at the study intersections for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-2 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday evening peak hour, Figure 5.2-3 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the weekday late evening peak hour, and Figure 5.2-4 presents the intersection LOS conditions for the Saturday evening peak hour. The figures present the intersection LOS for a day without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, and for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A description of transportation conditions on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park is presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


As indicated in Table 5.2-1, during the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street (i.e., as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project), the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours.
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table 5.2-1
Intersection Level of Service 
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late EVENING, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			58.3


			E


			19.0


			B


			26.6


			C





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			47.9


			D


			24.1


			C


			22.6


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			57.2


			E


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			49.8


			D


			22.1


			C


			29.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			27.0


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			33.1


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			10.6


			B


			13.6


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			23.1


			C


			19.5


			B


			12.0


			B


			12.4


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			10.8 (eb)


			B


			10.3 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			24.7


			C


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			12.6 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			29.3


			C


			27.8


			C


			10.6


			B


			10.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			21.5


			C


			20.6


			C


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			35.5


			D


			21.0


			C


			12.2


			B


			< 10


			A





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			68.6


			E


			60.1


			E


			15.9


			B


			18.4


			B





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			10.6 (eb)


			B


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			34.8


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.6


			B





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			10.8


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			20.0


			B


			15.9


			B


			16.1


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampi


			11.9


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			32.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			18.4


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015. 
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[bookmark: _Toc412731486]Insert Figure 5.2-1	Intersection LOS – Weekday PM Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731487]Insert Figure 5.2-2	Intersection LOS – Weekday Evening Peak Hour 






[bookmark: _Toc412731488]Insert Figure 5.2-3	Intersection LOS – Weekday Late Evening Peak Hour






[bookmark: _Toc412731489]Insert Figure 5.2-4	Intersection LOS – Saturday Evening Peak Hour






Level of service conditions at the study intersections are generally less congested during the weekday evening peak hour than during the weekday p.m. peak hour, although intersection LOS designations are similar at the intersections at the approaches to the I-80 and I-280 ramps. During the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours, traffic volumes decrease substantially from weekday p.m. peak hour conditions and all intersections operate at LOS C or better. Intersection conditions in Mission Bay are affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games. The greatest impact occurs after weekday afternoon sellout events, during the 3:30 to 4:40 p.m. period when traffic, transit, and pedestrian flows exiting the ballpark (and game-day street closures near the park) coincide with the evening commute traffic already on the transportation network. As a result, on days when the SF Giants play home games at AT&T Park, existing service levels at the study intersections would generally be worse than those presented in Table 5.2-1. Intersection LOS at the study intersections for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8.


Ramp Operations


Ramp operations were analyzed for three ramps serving I-80 and three ramps serving I-280 for the same analysis hours presented above for intersection conditions. Traffic volumes used for the ramps analyses were based on turning movement counts where the ramps touch down to the local street network, and freeway mainline volumes were obtained from Caltrans PeMS data.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS, and were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology for ramp merge and diverge conditions. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile), and in San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for the freeway ramp junctions (i.e., ramp merges and diverges). The results of the ramp analysis for the four analysis hours are presented in Table 5.2-2.


During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, and LOS E during the Saturday evening peak hour. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. The I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour.






table 5.2-2
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			38


			C


			20


			B


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			35


			E





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			28


			D


			27


			C


			25


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			27


			C


			15


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			16


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			25


			C


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Service


Local service in San Francisco is provided by the San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), the transit division of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Muni bus, cable car and light rail lines can be used to access regional transit operators. Service to and from the East Bay is provided by Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), AC Transit, and Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferries; service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries; and service to and from the Peninsula and the South Bay is provided by Caltrain, SamTrans, BART, and WETA ferries. Figure 5.2-5 presents the existing transit route network in the project vicinity.


[bookmark: _Toc412731490]The project site is located approximately 2.0 miles southeast of the Ferry Building and the Embarcadero Muni Metro and BART station, about 1.6 miles southeast of the temporary Transbay Terminal, about 0.8 miles south of the Caltrain terminal at Fourth/King and 0.9 miles northeast of the Caltrain station at 22nd Street, and adjacent to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay stop at South Street. The project site is about 1.7 miles east of the 16th Street BART station, and about 1.7 miles southeast of the Powell BART/Muni Metro station.


Insert Figure 5.2-5	Existing Transit Network






Local Muni Service


Muni service in the project vicinity includes the T Third light rail line that runs along Third Street with the closest stop at South Street (i.e., the UCSF/Mission Bay stop), as well as the 22 Fillmore route that runs east/west along 16th Street. Table 5.2-3 presents the existing service frequency for the two routes.


Table 5.2-3
Existing Muni Routes in Project vicinity


			Line/Route


			Headways


			General Hours of Operation


			Neighborhoods Served





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			


			





			


			PM 
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 10 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			Evening
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening
(After 10 p.m.)


			


			





			T Third


			9


			15


			20


			20


			20


			4:00 to 1:00 a.m.


			Downtown, Visitacion Valley





			22 Fillmore


			8


			15


			15


			15


			15


			24-hours


			Marina, Dogpatch











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








In January 2015, the SFMTA implemented a temporary “55 16th Street” motor coach service to coincide with the opening of the Phase One Medical Center at Mission Bay between the campus site and the 16th Street BART Station until the 22 Fillmore trolley buses are extended into Mission Bay. The temporary 55 16th Street route and the extension of the 22 Fillmore (see description of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project below) into Mission Bay will be implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. The 55 16th Street route runs on 16th Street between Valencia and Third Streets, and Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North, and a turnaround loop is provided via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Fourth Street, and Mission Bay Boulevard South. The new bus stops for this service in the vicinity of the project site are on 16th Street at Fourth Street (near side stop both ways), on Third Street northbound at South Street (near side stop), on Mission Bay Boulevard South eastbound between Fourth Third Streets (line terminal), and on Third Street southbound at Gene Friend Way.


Planned changes to transit service in the project vicinity include the Central Subway project, which is currently under construction, and the Transit Effectiveness Project (renamed Muni Forward).


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third light rail line northward from its current terminus at 4th and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to other Muni light rail lines and BART at the Powell station —and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate at Stockton and Clay Streets. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Muni Forward. The following changes are proposed by Muni Forward for routes in the proposed project vicinity.


· T Third – Headways between trains will be reduced from 9 to 8 minutes.


· 10 Townsend – The 10 Townsend motor coach line will be renamed the 10 Sansome, with a new alignment within Mission Bay. Service would be rerouted off of Townsend down Fourth Street. From Fourth Street the route will extend through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16th Streets, on 16th Street between Irwin and Connecticut Streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16th and 17th Streets. Peak period headways will be reduced from 20 to 6 minutes. Midday headways will be reduced from 20 to 12 minutes. The 10 Townsend improvements represent an alternate improvement to extend transit service into Mission Bay, as required by Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.28.


· 22 Fillmore – As part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project[footnoteRef:8], the 22 Fillmore trolley bus line will be rerouted to continue along 16th Street east of Kansas Street, creating new connections to Mission Bay from the Mission neighborhood. The route change will add transit to 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets, and to Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard North. Muni Forward will change the a.m. peak period headway on the 22 Fillmore from 9 minutes to 6 minutes between buses. The service improvements will require upgrading and extending the overhead wire system on 16th Street between Potrero Avenue and Third Street. In addition to the service improvements, side-running transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets, and either side-running or center-running transit-only lanes will be implemented between Church and Seventh Streets by converting a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane. The 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project will also include corridor-wide transit network improvements such as transit bulbs, new traffic signals, pedestrian signals, sidewalk widening, and upgrading of the bicycle infrastructure on 17th Street between Church and Seventh Streets to provide a parallel, contiguous, and safe bicycle route for traveling in the east-west direction. [8: 	The TEP included two alternatives for a Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TTRP) along 16th Street (of which one or a combination of the two could be implemented), to make the 22 Fillmore more frequent, reliable, and effective along 16th Street. The TTRP treatments are referred to as the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. The Moderate Alternative includes a number of physical changes to the portion of the rerouted 22 Fillmore in the vicinity of Mission Bay, including, but not limited to, new transit stops, relocated transit stops, and transit bulbs, as well as new traffic signals. The Expanded Alternative includes most of the same features as the Moderate Alternative, as well as the conversion of a mixed-flow lane to a transit-only lane on both sides of 16th Street between Church and Third Streets, as well as the prohibition of left turns at Bryant, Potrero, Utah, San Bruno, Kansas, Rhode Island, De Haro, Carolina, Wisconsin, Arkansas, Connecticut, and Missouri Streets.] 



Regional Service Providers


East Bay: Transit service to and from the East Bay is provided by BART, AC Transit, and WETA. BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond, Dublin/Pleasanton and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San Francisco Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the project site are the 16th Street and Powell stations, both about 1.7 miles east and northwest of the project site, respectively. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates 37 routes between the East Bay and San Francisco, all of which terminate at the (temporary) Transbay Terminal. WETA ferries provide service to between San Francisco and Alameda and between San Francisco and Oakland from the Ferry Building.


South Bay: Transit service to and from the South Bay is provided by BART, SamTrans, Caltrain, and WETA. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco, including 14 bus lines that serve San Francisco (12 routes serve the downtown area). In general, SamTrans service to downtown San Francisco operates along South Van Ness Avenue, Potrero Avenue, and Mission Street to the Transbay Terminal. SamTrans cannot pick up northbound passengers at San Francisco stops. Similarly, passengers boarding in San Francisco (and destined to San Mateo) may not disembark in San Francisco. SamTrans routes stop at the eastbound and westbound bus stops on Mission Street at Fifth Street. WETA ferries provide service between South San Francisco and the Ferry Building.


Caltrain provides commuter heavy-rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco. Caltrain currently operates 38 trains each weekday, with a combination of express and local service. Two Caltrain stations are located approximately one mile from the project site, the 22nd Street station and the terminus at Fourth and King Streets; approximately 30 percent of all the weekday trains stop at the 22nd Street station.


North Bay: Transit service to and from the North Bay is provided by Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries, and WETA ferries. Between the North Bay (Marin and Sonoma Counties) and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates 22 commute bus routes, nine basic bus routes and 16 ferry feeder bus routes, most of which serve the Van Ness Avenue corridor or the Financial District. In the vicinity of the project site, Golden Gate Transit bus service to downtown San Francisco operates along Mission, Howard and Folsom Streets. Golden Gate Transit routes stop at the westbound bus stop on Mission Street at Fifth Street. Golden Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning and evening peak periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito and San Francisco. WETA ferries provide service between Vallejo and San Francisco.


Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Service


The Mission Bay Transportation Management Association (Mission Bay TMA) provides two shuttle bus routes between Mission Bay and the Powell Muni/BART station, one shuttle bus route to Caltrain and the temporary Transbay Terminal, and a Mission Bay loop route. The shuttle service is free of charge and available for use by all employees, residents, and visitors to the Mission Bay area and the China Basin building at 185 Berry Street. The Powell Muni/BART shuttle routes operate every 15 minutes between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m. and 3:45 and 8:15 p.m. The Caltrain Transbay route operates between 6:50 and 9:00 a.m., and 3:45 and 6:40 p.m., and runs every 20 to 30 minutes. The Mission Bay loop route runs once between 6:23 and 7:05 a.m. Figure 5.2-6 presents the existing routes serving Mission Bay. The Mission Bay TMA and shuttle service were implemented as part of Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.46 and E.47.


[bookmark: _Toc412731491]Insert Figure 5.2-6	Existing Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Routes






Local and Regional Transit Analysis


The assessments of existing and future transit conditions for proposed projects in San Francisco is typically performed through the analysis of local transit (Muni) and regional transit (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, Caltrain, and ferry service) screenlines.[footnoteRef:9] Each screenline is further subdivided into major transit corridors (Muni) or service provider (regional transit). Screenline values represent service capacity, ridership and utilization at the maximum load point according to the direction of travel for each of the lines that comprises the transit corridor. [9: 	The concept of screenlines is used to describe the magnitude of travel to or from the greater downtown area, and to compare estimated transit volumes to available capacities. Screenlines are hypothetical lines that would be crossed by persons traveling between downtown and its vicinity and other parts of San Francisco and the region.] 



For the purpose of this analysis, the ridership and capacity at the three screenlines represent the peak direction of travel and patronage loads, which correspond with the evening commute in the outbound direction from downtown San Francisco to the region. As a means to determine the amount of available space for each regional transit provider, capacity utilization is also used. For all regional transit operators, the capacity is based on the number of seated passengers per vehicle. All of the regional transit operators have a one-hour load factor standard of 100 percent, which would indicate that all seats are full.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Shouldn’t we state the Muni cpapcity used for analysis?


Four screenlines have been established in San Francisco to analyze potential impacts of projects on Muni service: Northeast, Northwest, Southwest, and Southeast, with subcorridors within each screenline. Three regional screenlines have been established around San Francisco to analyze potential impacts on the regional transit agencies: East Bay (BART, AC Transit, ferries), North Bay (Golden Gate Transit buses and ferries), and the South Bay (BART, Caltrain, SamTrans).


Downtown screenlines examine the overall utilization of Muni transit capacity into and out of downtown San Francisco from the Northeast, Northwest, Southeast, and Southwest of San Francisco because transit travel into downtown San Francisco in the a.m. and out of downtown in the p.m., travel across the screenlines tends to be the most congested transit flow in the City. The screenline analysis focuses on transit trips in the outbound direction, i.e., trips from downtown San Francisco to other parts of the City and the region during the p.m. peak hour. 


In addition, a capacity utilization analysis was also conducted for the two Muni routes that serve the project site: the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route. Because the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Projects are planned to be in place by 2020, the transportation impact analysis is based on the ridership projections for 2020, as well as the planned capacity assuming implementation of these projects. The transit analysis is conducted by calculating the existing capacity utilization (riders as a percentage of capacity) at the maximum load point (the point of greatest demand). Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” presents the analysis methodology for the transit capacity utilization and screenline analysis.


Table 5.2-4 presents the ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load point (MLP) for the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site for the four analysis time periods. As indicated in Table 5.2-4, capacity utilization during the four analysis periods is less than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard.
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table 5.2-4
transit Capacity utilization - Existing Conditions – without A SF Giants game – 
Weekday PM, Evening, and Late Evening and Saturday Evening Peak HourS


			Route/Service Provider


			WEEKDAY PM 
OUTBOUND


			WEEKDAY EVENING 
INBOUND


			WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND


			SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Franciscob


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			1,945


			3,808


			51.1%


			1,880


			2,285


			82.3%


			415


			1,714


			24.2%


			336


			1,714


			19.6%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			57.9%


			249


			628


			39.6%


			181


			252


			71.7%


			230


			378


			60.9%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			52.4%


			2,128


			2,913


			73.1%


			595


			1,966


			71.7%


			566


			2,092


			27.1%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			94.1%


			4,184


			15,870


			26.4%


			4,035


			6,095


			66.2%


			2,364


			8,740


			27.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			57.9%


			149


			520


			28.7%


			104


			200


			52.2%


			51


			200


			25.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			49.8%


			45


			576


			7.8%


			0


			0


			0.0%


			0


			0


			0.0%





			Total


			23,052


			26,761


			86.1%


			4,378


			16,966


			25.8%


			4,140


			6,295


			65.8%


			2,415


			8,940


			27.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.3%


			81


			120


			67.2%


			27


			80


			33.8%


			80


			137


			58.4%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.4%


			209


			1,357


			15.4%


			463


			637


			75.8%


			826


			1,594


			51.8%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.4%


			290


			1,477


			19.6%


			510


			717


			71.1%


			906


			1,731


			52.3%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,693


			52.1%


			3,776


			18,400


			20.5%


			1,951


			5,290


			36.9%


			2,134


			10,925


			19.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			77.6%


			2,031


			2,600


			78.1%


			185


			650


			28.4%


			690


			1,300


			53.1%





			SamTrans


			146


			320


			45.9%


			35


			160


			21.8%


			21


			40


			53.2%


			20


			80


			25.3%





			Total


			11,249


			20,113


			55.9%


			5,842


			21,160


			27.6%


			2,157


			5,980


			36.1%


			2,844


			12,305


			23.1%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


c	Ridership and capacity for BART reflect average of all days in April 2015, including without and with SF Giants games.





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








OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-24	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-23	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


Table 5.2-5 presents the Muni downtown and regional transit screenlines for weekday p.m. peak hour (outbound) conditions. Overall, all screenlines and corridors are currently operating below the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and could accommodate additional passengers.


Table 5.2-5
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Conditions
weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Corridor / Transit Provider


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton 


			2,172


			3,291


			66.0%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			1,078


			52.9%





			


			Subtotal


			2,742


			4,369


			62.8%





			Northwest


			Geary 


			1,821


			2,528


			72.0%





			


			California


			1,371


			1,686


			81.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			472


			630


			74.9%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			969


			1,176


			82.4%





			


			Balboa


			640


			925


			68.8%





			


			Subtotal


			5,273


			6,949


			75.9%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			553


			714


			77.5%





			


			Mission Street


			1,539


			2,789


			55.2%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,328


			2,134


			62.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,040


			1,712


			60.8%





			


			Subtotal


			4,461


			7,349


			60.7%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,766


			6,249


			75.7%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,109


			1,651


			67.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			277


			700


			39.6%





			


			Subtotal


			6,152


			8,645


			71.2%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,628


			27,312


			68.2%











SOURCE: San Francisco Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013.





Pedestrian Network


The project site is currently undeveloped, except for two surface parking lots. There currently are no sidewalks on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, or 16th Street adjacent to the project. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, a 12-foot wide sidewalk is provided. Pedestrian crosswalks and pedestrian countdown signals are provided at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th. Pedestrian crosswalks are provided at the west and north legs of the unsignalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/South.


In the vicinity of the project site, existing pedestrian volumes are low throughout the day. Pedestrian conditions were quantitatively assessed for the crosswalks at the adjacent intersections of Third/South and Third/16th, and on the sidewalk on both sides of the street on Third Street between South and 16th Streets. Pedestrian counts were conducted in May and June 2014 (prior to the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1) for the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the area, weekday late evening pedestrian counts were not conducted, as they would be less than the weekday evening peak hour counts. The pedestrian volumes collected in the field were adjusted upwards to reflect the projected increase in pedestrians associated with the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and the Public Safety Building, similar to that described above for traffic volumes (weekday p.m. peak hour pedestrian volume counts at the crosswalks at Third/16th and on the sidewalk on Third Street between South and 16th Streets conducted in April 2015 indicated similar pedestrian volumes to the adjusted May/June 2014 volumes to reflect the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building). For all analysis hours, pedestrian volumes are greater at the intersection of Third/South than Third/16th due to the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop at South Street.


Existing pedestrian conditions were evaluated using LOS. Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology,” which presents the analysis methodology and the LOS definitions for crosswalks and sidewalks. Table 5.2-6 presents the pedestrian volumes and LOS for the crosswalk and sidewalk locations for the analysis hours. Due to the low pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity, all study locations operate satisfactorily at LOS A conditions during all analysis hours.


Table 5.2-6
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday 
Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/ 
Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			42


			472


			A


			25


			793


			A


			17


			1,285


			A





			South


			91


			216


			A


			63


			313


			A


			25


			875


			A





			East


			66


			1,093


			A


			31


			2,333


			A


			10


			1,909


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			30


			868


			A


			23


			1,131


			A


			11


			2,024


			A





			South


			60


			432


			A


			42


			618


			A


			25


			896


			A





			East


			31


			1,338


			A


			19


			2,180


			A


			8


			3,078


			A





			West


			89


			424


			A


			67


			564


			A


			17


			1,424


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			56


			0.2


			A


			41


			0.1


			A


			19


			0.1


			A





			West


			70


			0.2


			A


			52


			0.2


			A


			17


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks and crosswalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


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





Bicycle Network


The majority of the Mission Bay area is flat, with minimal changes in grades, facilitating bicycling within and through the area. A number of existing bicycle routes are located in the project vicinity. These include City routes that are part of the San Francisco Bicycle Network, routes developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan, and regional routes that are part of the San Francisco Bay Trail system. Figure 5.2-7 presents the bicycle routes and facilities within the study area, as identified in the San Francisco Bike Map and Walking Guide.


Bikeways are typically classified as Class I, Class II, or Class III facilities.[footnoteRef:10] Class I bikeways are bike paths with exclusive right-of-way for use by bicyclists or pedestrians. Class II bikeways are bike lanes striped with the paved areas of roadways and established for the preferential use of bicycles, and include separate bicycle lanes. Separate bicycle lanes provide a striped, marked and signed bicycle lane buffered from vehicle traffic. These facilities are located on roadways and reserve four to five feet of space for exclusive bicycle traffic. Class III bikeways are signed bike routes that allow bicycles to share travel lanes with vehicles. Designated bicycle routes in the project vicinity include: [10: 	Bicycle facilities are defined by the State of California in the California Streets and Highway Code Section, 890.4.] 



Bicycle Route 5 connects to the study area from the north at King/Third and runs north and south along Third Street, Terry Francois Boulevard, and Illinois Street as a Class II bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 7 runs on Indiana Street between Cesar Chavez and Mariposa Streets as a route with a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 7 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Third Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 23 runs north along Seventh Street between Townsend and 16th Streets, and along Mississippi Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets as a Class II facility. Bicycle Route 23 also runs along Mariposa Street between Mississippi and Illinois Streets as a Class III bicycle facility.


Bicycle Route 40 runs east-west on 16th Street between Kansas and Third Streets as a Class II bicycle facility. As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Class II bicycle lanes will be implemented on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry Francois Boulevard at the time when Terry A. Francois Boulevard is realigned to the west and 16th Street is extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Figure 5.2-7 also presents the San Francisco Bay Trail. The San Francisco Bay Trail is designed to create recreational pathway links to the various commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods that surround the San Francisco Bay. In addition, the trail connects points of historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas such as beaches, marinas, fishing piers, boat launches, and numerous parks and wildlife preserves. At various locations, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi-use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or city streets signed as bicycle routes. In the project vicinity, an improved Bay Trail path follows the shoreline of San Francisco Bay, east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard within the area that will be developed as part of the Mission Bay Plan as the Bayfront Park.


[bookmark: _Toc412731492]Insert Figure 5.2-7	Existing Bicycle Route Network






Bicycle volume counts were conducted during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak periods in May and June 2014 on Third Street and on 16th Street, and counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard were conducted in October 2014 (weekday p.m. peak hour bicycle volume counts conducted on Third Street between South and 16th Streets in April 2015 indicated similar bicycle volumes to those conducted in October 2014). Table 5.2-7 presents the existing hourly bicycle volumes. The highest bicycle volumes were observed on Terry A. Francois Boulevard during the weekday p.m. and evening peak hours, although a number of bicyclists were observed traveling within the mixed-flow lanes on Third Street. Bicycle volumes during the Saturday evening peak hour are substantially lower than during the weekday p.m. or weekday evening peak hours. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Table 5.2-7
Bicycle Volumes – Existing conditions,
Weekday PM and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Segment


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening
Conditions





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			Without a SF Giants Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			11


			9


			5





			Southbound


			39


			24


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			17


			15


			1





			Eastbound


			18


			21


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			27


			26


			12





			Southbound


			51


			49


			13





			With a SF Giants Evening Game


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streetsb


			


			


			





			Northbound


			15


			27


			7





			Southbound


			20


			32


			2





			16th Street between Third and Fourth Streets


			


			


			





			Westbound


			27


			28


			6





			Eastbound


			19


			32


			6





			Terry A. Francois Blvd between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			





			Northbound


			23


			18


			8





			Southbound


			21


			27


			10








NOTES:


a	Bicycle counts on Third and 16th Streets conducted in May and June 2014, and bicycle counts on Terry A. Francois Boulevard conducted in September and October 2014.


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












There are no on-street bicycle racks on Third Street adjacent to the project site, however, there are bicycle racks on the sidewalk on the north side of South Street and on the east sidewalk of Terry A. Francois Boulevard north of South Street, and west of the project site within the UCSF research campus; additional bicycle racks are provided at the recently opened UCSF Medical Center campus site. The closest Bay Area Bike Share stations in the project vicinity are on Townsend Street between Seventh and Eighth Streets (accommodating eight bicycles), and at the Caltrain station at King and Fourth Streets (accommodating 42 bicycles). 


Loading Conditions


There are no on-street commercial loading spaces or passenger loading/unloading zones adjacent to, or in the vicinity of the project site. Some loading operations were observed to occur within the curb lane of South Street adjacent to the office building at 550 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (i.e., in the vicinity of its off-street loading facility).


Emergency Vehicle Access


The project site has frontages on four streets – South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 16th Street, and Third Street. Emergency vehicle access to the project site is primarily from Third Street, which has two travel lanes each way. The nearest fire stations to the project site are Station 8 at 36 Bluxome Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets (about one mile to the northwest of the project site), and Station 29 at 299 Vermont Street between 15th and 16th Streets (about 0.85 miles west of the project site). A new Public Safety Building located on Third Street at Mission Rock Street was completed in 2014, and became operational in early 2015. This new facility accommodates the headquarters of the San Francisco Police Department, the new Southern District police station, and a new fire station (i.e., Station 4). The fire station has access on Mission Rock Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (less than half a mile north of the project site).


The UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 hospitals opened in February 2015. The Children’s Hospital Emergency room and urgent care facility is located on Fourth Street at Mariposa Street. Emergency vehicle access to this facility is via Mariposa Street and via Owens Street and the South Connector Road. The San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH), located approximately 1.75 miles southeast of the project site (via 16th Street and Potrero Avenue), is the only designated trauma center in San Francisco.[footnoteRef:11]  [11: 	A trauma center is a hospital equipped and staffed to provide comprehensive emergency medical services to patients suffering traumatic injuries.] 



Parking Conditions


Off-street Parking


The existing parking conditions were examined within the parking study area, which is bounded by Townsend to the north, Seventh and Mississippi Streets to the west, 18th Street to the south, and San Francisco Bay to the east (see Figure 5.2-8).


[bookmark: _Toc412731493]Insert Figure 5.2-8	Existing Off-Street Public Parking Facilities



Existing off-street parking supply and utilization data were obtained from available studies conducted in Mission Bay for the UCSF LRDP EIR (with surveys conducted in March and September 2013), and supplemented with additional field surveys in March 2013 and September and October 2014. Table 5.2-8 lists the public parking facilities within the study area, indicates whether the facility is a garage or a surface parking lot, and notates the days and hours of operation. Figure 5.2-8 presents the location of each facility. As noted in Table 5.2-8, two surface parking lots currently operate in the west and north portions of the project site. Parking Lot E, accessed from 16th Street, contains 289 parking spaces; and Parking Lot B, accessed from South Street, contains 316 parking spaces, for a total of 605 parking spaces. 


Table 5.2-8
Existing Off-street PUBLIC parking facilities within parking study area


			Parking Facilitya
(Keyed to Figure 5.2-8)


			Facility


			Spacese


			Days/Hours/Terms of Operation





			1. 185 Berry Street


			Garage


			270


			M-F 6:30 a.m. to 7 p.m./extended during events





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			Shed


			500


			SF Giants game day only





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			Lot


			130


			24 hours





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			Lot


			2,400


			24 hours





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			Lot


			320


			SF Giants game day only





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			Lot


			57


			24-hours (90 minute limit during special events)





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			Lot


			78


			24-hours





			8. 450 South Street


			Garage


			1,400


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. (no event parking)





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			Garage


			780


			M-F 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street 


			Garage


			730


			24 hours (permit parking only 6 p.m. to 7 a.m.) 





			11. UCSF Block 23


			Lot


			220


			24 hours 





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			Garage


			590


			24 hours 





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			Garage/
Lot


			1,050


			24 hours 





			14b. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			Lot


			610


			M-F 6 a.m. to 9 p.m./extended during events 





			Total spaces e


			


			9,135


			








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


e	Assuming all facilities open at the same time.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.








The parking supply and demand survey data from 2013 and 2014 were adjusted to reflect changes in the parking conditions since the surveys were conducted. Specifically, the parking supply includes the new garage and surface lot associated with the recently-opened UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 (a total of 1,050 parking spaces), and the elimination of 320 spaces in the surface parking lot at 1000 Third Street (referred to as Lot D on Block 1 through Block 4), elimination of 300 spaces in the surface parking lot at Lot C South (Block 7), and reduction of 100 spaces in Lot A where development projects are pending in early 2015, and an increase in parking supply on Lot C (physically two lots located at Blocks 3E and 4E) from 160 to 320 spaces. The weekday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on the parking demand at full occupancy identified in the UCSF LRDP EIR as well as information on parking utilization at other UCSF parking facilities; this assumption was later confirmed by parking occupancy surveys conducted in April 2015. Because the UCSF LRDP EIR did not include an analysis of Saturday conditions, the Saturday parking occupancy for the analysis hours for the new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 garage and lot was based on surveys of UCSF facilities conducted in April 2015. The parking demand associated with the eliminated parking spaces was redistributed to other nearby facilities. Detailed parking supply and occupancy information for the unadjusted and adjusted conditions are included in Appendix TR.


There are 15 off-street parking facilities that were observed for parking occupancies in the parking study area, containing a total of approximately 9,135 parking spaces, with the greatest number of spaces at Lot A (i.e., 2,400 spaces or 26 percent of the total supply). Table 5.2-9 presents the parking occupancy for weekdays and Saturdays, for midday and evening conditions. Midday represents the period between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., and the evening represents the period between 7:00 and 8:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-9
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – Without A SF Giants Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			--


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			--


			--


			--





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			0%


			8%


			8%


			8%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			41%


			27%


			5%


			5%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			--


			--


			--





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			88%


			88%


			35%


			18%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			38%


			13%


			0%


			0%





			8. 450 South Street


			77%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			41%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			97%


			48%


			21%


			19%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			68%


			95%


			68%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			93%


			30%


			41%


			14%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			39%


			3%


			--


			--





			Total Supply


			8,345


			5,865


			5,255


			5,255





			Average Utilization


			65%


			36%


			22%


			38%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard (a temporary pop-up venue).


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








On weekdays without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, off-street parking facilities during the weekday midday period range in occupancy between 40 percent and fully occupied, with an average of 52 percent occupancy. Parking demand in the study area is lower during the weekend midday peak period, with an average of 22 percent occupancy. Since many parking facilities in the study area serve the medical and office uses in the area, the occupancy of the off-street facilities is substantially lower during weekday evenings (about 36 percent occupied) and Saturday evenings (about 18 percent occupied). Parking occupancies on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park are presented in Section 5.2.3.8 below.


On-street Parking


Existing on-street parking conditions were qualitatively assessed during field observations, and from previously-collected data for streets within and in the vicinity of the UCSF Mission Bay campus from field surveys conducted as part of the UCSF LRDP EIR.


Adjacent to the project site, parking is prohibited on Third Street, as the northbound travel lane runs adjacent to the curb. Adjacent to the project site, on-street parking is currently not permitted on South and 16th Streets, while on Terry A. Francois Boulevard on-street parking is permitted, and is currently unrestricted.


Elsewhere in the project vicinity, on-street parking is primarily metered one-hour, four-hour and unlimited time restricted parking spaces. Exceptions include portions of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, Mission Bay Boulevard North, Mission Bay Boulevard South, 16th Street, and Mariposa Street. Parking is prohibited on 16th Street west of Third Street. Metered parking regulations are in effect Monday through Saturday between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. on Sundays. The SFMTA and the Port of San Francisco have established Mission Bay as a metered district, and installation of meters is ongoing, as street construction and parcel development is completed. In February 2012, the Port Commission reconfirmed its approval for parking meters in Mission Bay. These new meters will have no time limit, thereby removing the two-hour time limited parking restrictions currently in effect in much of Mission Bay. Thus, streets with unrestricted and unmetered parking spaces, such as Terry A. Francois Boulevard, South Street, and 16th Street adjacent to the project site, will be metered.


On-street parking is well utilized during the daytime hours, with higher occupancies near completed and occupied buildings. Midday occupancy on streets within the UCSF Mission Bay campus are about 90 percent occupied, as is Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Parking utilization during the evening (about 25 percent) and overnight hours is low due to the limited evening uses in the area. On-street parking during the evening hours increase on days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (about 60 percent). See Section 5.2.3.8 for information on conditions with a SF Giants evening game.


Residential Permit Parking (RPP) regulations generally restrict on-street parking to a time-limited period, but vary on the days of the week and time of day that the regulations are in effect.[footnoteRef:12] South of the project site, there is an Area “X” RPP regulation that restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. East of I-280, Area “X” extends south of Mariposa Street between Indiana and Third Streets, and west of I-280 it extends south of 16th Street. Thus, within the parking study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation.  [12: 	The preferential residential parking system (i.e., the Residential Permit Parking program) was established in 1976 to preserve neighborhood living within a major urban center. The main goal of the program is to provide more parking spaces for residents by discouraging long-term parking by people who do not live in the area. Local regulations regarding the establishment of permit areas and requirements for permits can be found in the San Francisco Transportation Code, Division II, Article 900.] 



Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


AT&T Park, which is home to the San Francisco Giants Major League Baseball team, is located south of King Street between Second and Third Streets, approximately 0.7 miles north of the project site. AT&T Park has a capacity of approximately 42,000 attendees. San Francisco Giants regular season baseball games occur generally from April through September, and there are about 81 regular season home games during the baseball season. There are typically two preseason baseball games, and up to 12 post-season games are possible. AT&T also hosts occasional non-baseball events such as concerts, soccer games, and private parties.


· AT&T Park provides a Transportation Management Center (TMC) that contains access to video cameras positioned at several key intersections north of the channel. A Parking Control Officer (PCO)[footnoteRef:13] Supervisor is stationed at the TMC, and there are two PCO supervisors in the field (one for the area north of the channel, and one for the area south of the channel) that manage the 22 to 24 other PCOs that are typically assigned to a baseball game. The PCOs are deployed and relocated based on real-time information from video cameras and radio and telephone communications with PCOs. Flashing beacons and signs can also be activated from the TMC. These beacons are designed to notify motorists when there is an event at AT&T Park and direct them to alternate routes. There are flashing beacons facing southbound traffic on The Embarcadero between Folsom and Harrison Streets, facing eastbound traffic on 16th Street east of Seventh Street, and on northbound I280 approaching the Mariposa Street exit.[footnoteRef:14] [13: 	In San Francisco, Parking Control Officers (PCOs), also known as Traffic Control Officers, are deployed to manage and direct vehicular, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian flows, in an effort to increase safety and reduce congestion.]  [14: 	There is an existing flashing beacon on Third Street north of Mariposa Street. The permanent changeable message sign at this location installed by the SFMTA as part of SFgo will replace the beacon and associated signage, and the beacon and signage will be removed.] 



· Eastbound King Street between Third and Second Streets is closed to vehicular traffic starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates, typically about 45 minutes to an hour following the end of the game. However, weekday games can partially overlap with the evening peak commute period, which can extend the temporary eastbound road closure on King Street and associated post-game congestion. There are about 10 weekday baseball games per year.


· The two easternmost travel lanes on Third Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Berry Street are closed to vehicular traffic from approximately two hours prior to a game through about one hour after the end of the game to provide pedestrians additional walkway area. The three remaining lanes remain open to vehicular traffic; pre-game there are two southbound lanes and one northbound lane, while post-game there are two northbound lanes and one southbound lane.


· Fourth Street between Channel and Berry Streets is restricted to transit vehicles, taxis and bicycles only starting at the seventh inning, and is reopened after traffic dissipates.


· The northern portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard is closed to vehicular traffic approximately two to three hours prior to a game, and is reopened when most vehicles have exited the parking lot (i.e., Lot A containing approximately 2,500 spaces).


· Vehicles exiting the parking facilities and traveling southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are not permitted to turn right onto Mariposa Street westbound. Instead, drivers are directed south on Illinois Street. Tow-away regulations are in effect on game days on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street (i.e., Terry A. Francois Boulevard contains two southbound travel lanes, while Illinois Street contains one southbound travel lane, and without additional travel lane capacity this location would become a bottleneck). South of 18th Street one southbound travel lane is provided, as a substantial number of vehicles on Illinois Street turn right onto 18th Street westbound.


· Additional walking area for pedestrians is provided before and after games on the Lefty O’Doul (Third Street) Bridge, and on the closed portion of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. After games, pedestrians are permitted on the closed portion of King Street (i.e., the eastbound lanes) between Third and Second Streets. This area is used to stage Muni Metro riders in order to prevent the transit boarding island on King Street west of Second Street from getting overcrowded. 


· At the intersection of Third Street/King Street, pedestrians are sometimes permitted to cross diagonally during the post-game surge. Otherwise, pedestrians are directed by PCOs to stay on the sidewalks and within crosswalks, crossing on the WALK indication, or when PCOs direct pedestrians to cross, and do not shut down the intersection to transit and traffic flow and stay off of Muni Metro tracks. Some sidewalks such as the east side of Third Street between King and Townsend Streets become very congested, and, as a result, some pedestrians walk in the traffic lanes on northbound Third Street. Right turns are prohibited during the post-game periods at several locations, such as northbound Third Street at Townsend Street, where conflicts between right turning traffic and pedestrians in the east crosswalk can cause delays to traffic on northbound Third Street.


· There are currently three taxi stands for AT&T Park on game days: west side of Second Street just south of Townsend Street, west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street (post-game period only), and west side of Third Street just north of King Street. Taxi operations work well before and during games. However, during the post-game period, taxis have difficulty leaving the ballpark area without getting stuck in post-game traffic congestion. Left turns are not allowed from southbound Second Street onto eastbound King Street/The Embarcadero because of conflicts with Muni Metro operations. Post-game traffic on westbound King Street between Second and Third Streets is typically very congested due to heavy traffic and pedestrian volumes at the intersection of Third/King. The post-game only taxi stand on the west side of Second Street north of Townsend Street is designed to allow taxis on southbound Second Street to exit the area by turning either left on right onto Townsend Street, which is generally not congested with post-game traffic. However, this zone is often occupied by limousines or TNCs, instead of taxis, and PCOs are regularly dispatched to enforce the taxi-only restrictions.[footnoteRef:15]  [15: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· Attendees arriving by auto are directed to two parking facilities north of the channel (i.e., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces), and six surface parking lots south of the channel (Lot A, Lot B, Lot C North, Lot C South, and Lot D, as well as Pier 48, with the six lots containing a total of 4,250 parking space. Lot B is located on the project site). Parking in Lot A is mainly reserved for pre-paid and ADA parking only. Event parking is also provided in other publicly-accessible offstreet parking facilities north and south of the ballpark.


· Special event pricing is in effect at on-street parking meters within the area generally bounded by Bryant Street to the north, Fifth and Seventh Streets to the west, Mariposa Street to the south, and the San Francisco Bay to the east. In addition, evening hours at meters are extended to 10:00 p.m. Monday through Sunday. Special event meter rates are generally $7 per hour north of the channel and south to Mission Bay Boulevard South, $5 per hour between Mission Bay Boulevard South and 16th Street, and $3 per hour between 16th and Mariposa Streets.[footnoteRef:16] [16: 	Parking meters also are in effect on Sundays at Fisherman’s Wharf, The Embarcadero, five off-street parking facilities, and in the Special Event Zone if there is an event. Meters on Terry A. Francois Boulevard are subject to the Special Event Zone hours.] 



· On game days, the SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. 


· Special AT&T Ballpark ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. The Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District provides service between AT&T Park and the Larkspur Ferry Terminal following a game. The Alameda/Oakland Ferry provides ferry service between the Oakland and Alameda ferry terminals and AT&T Park for most games. Vallejo Ferry provides service to and from the ballpark for all Saturday and Sunday games, and return service from the ballpark to Vallejo is also provided for select weeknight games Monday through Friday. In 2014, Caltrain provided regularly scheduled inbound trains on game day afternoons before the start of the game. Caltrain also provides two special trains departing San Francisco at the end of each game. These include an express train to San Carlos leaving approximately 15 minutes after the last out, or when full, which then makes all weekday local stops between San Carlos and the San Jose Diridon station. A second train departs San Francisco 25 minutes after the end of the game, or when full, serving all weekday local stops between San Francisco and San Jose Diridon.


Intersection Operations. Table 5.2-10 presents the intersection LOS conditions at the study intersections for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Figure 5.2-1 through Figure 5.2-4 present a graphical comparison of the intersection LOS for the analysis hours for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. As noted above, congestion in Mission Bay is affected by traffic associated with special events and during baseball season when the SF Giants have home games at AT&T Park. Transportation impacts associated with game day conditions are most severe prior to games and after the conclusion of games.


During the analysis hours, most study intersections currently operate at LOS D or better. The exceptions are the intersections of King/Third and King/Fifth/I-280 ramp that operate at LOS E during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, and the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours. The poor operating conditions at these intersections are a result of high volumes destined to I-80 and I-280. In addition, with implementation of the transit-only lane on 16th Street as part of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th operates at LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and LOS E during the weekday evening peak hour.


Intersection LOS cannot be calculated at the intersections where PCO’s are currently deployed and direct traffic flow prior to or follow a SF Giants games (i.e., at the intersection of King/Third, King/Fourth, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Illinois/Mariposa, and Third/Mariposa), and are therefore not presented in Table 5.2-10.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  The HCM methodology (see Section 5.2.5.3, under “Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology”) used to calculate intersection LOS at signalized intersections is based on the peak 15-minute period of the one hour with the greatest traffic volume, and it assumes that during the analysis period, the traffic signal operation and traffic movements and flow would generally operate under a regular pattern. This is not the case at intersections managed by PCOs after events at AT&T Park. At those locations, the normal operation of the traffic signal is interrupted due to travel lane or roadway closures, PCOs providing longer crossing times for pedestrians, PCOs halting traffic flow temporarily to clear out the intersection or to allow transit to move, among other event-related transportation management strategies. For these reasons, an intersection LOS is not presented for those locations where PCOs actively manage intersection operations.] 



Ramp Operations. Table 5.2-11 presents the ramp LOS conditions at the study locations for days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. During the analysis hours, all of the ramp merge and diverge sections currently operate at LOS D or better, except for the I-80 eastbound Sterling Street on-ramp which operates at LOS E during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound Fifth/Bryant on-ramp which operates at LOS F during all the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the I-80 ramps reflect the congestion associated with traffic attempting to leave downtown San Francisco that is constrained by the limited capacity of the Bay Bridge ramps onto the bridge, causing queues to form on surface streets leading to the bridge. In addition, as for conditions without a SF Giants evening game, the I-280 southbound on-ramp merge at Pennsylvania Street also experiences LOS E conditions due to the high volume of southbound vehicles on I-280 during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 
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table 5.2-10
Intersection Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Delaye


			LOSf


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King Street


			Third Street


			PCO Controlled





			2


			King Street


			Fourth Street


			PCO Controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			77.1


			E


			> 80


			F


			41.1


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison St


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			47.3


			D


			22.2


			C


			33.1


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			51.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO Controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A


			PCO Controlled


			< 10


			A





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Drive


			26.5


			C


			21.2


			C


			12.5


			B


			15.0


			B





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd


			South Streetg


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			10.4 (eb)


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			21.8


			C


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			Terry Francois Blvd


			16th Streeth


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (nb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streetj


			34.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			18.3


			B


			12.8


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streetj


			28.7


			C


			19.7


			B


			15.1


			B


			14.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streetj


			49.2


			D


			22.0


			C


			11.5


			B


			10.1


			B





			16


			Seventh/Mississippi 


			16th Streetj


			> 80


			F


			75.6


			E


			25.6


			C


			28.0


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetg


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			PCO Controlled


			< 10 (eb)


			A





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			34.9


			C


			PCO Controlled


			26.9


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			12.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			20.2


			C


			17.2


			B


			16.2


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampg


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			10.5


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			32.2


			C


			35.3


			D


			32.3


			C








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour of 4 to 6 p.m. peak period.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late evening peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak period.


e	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


f	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


g	All-way stop-controlled or side-street stop-controlled intersection.


h	Future analysis location. 16th Street not currently a through street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


i	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


j	Assumes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015
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table 5.2-11
Freeway Ramp Level of Service
Existing Conditions – with A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday PM, Evening, Late PM, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Eveningd





			


			


			PMa


			Eveningb


			Late Eveningc


			





			


			


			Densityf


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			28


			C


			23


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 Eastbound On-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 Westbound Off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			29


			D


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			28


			D


			21


			C


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 Northbound Off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			C


			30


			D


			13


			B


			18


			B





			6


			I-280 Southbound On-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			26


			C


			18


			B


			14


			B








NOTES:


a	Weekday p.m. peak hour.


b	Weekday evening peak hour of 6 to 8 p.m. peak period.


c	Weekday late p.m. peak hour of 9 to 11 p.m. peak period.


d	Saturday evening peak hour of 6 to 9 p.m. peak hour.


e	Density of vehicles per segment. Measures in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for segments where the demand volume exceeds the capacity, per 2000 Highway Capacity Manual.


f	Segments operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Transit Conditions. About 43 to 47 percent of SF Giants game attendees take transit to games on weekdays, and about 36 to 37 percent take transit on weekends.[footnoteRef:18] As described above, on game days, SFMTA provides additional KT Ingleside-Third light rail service in order to increase light rail capacity. Two-car shuttle trains run continuously before and during the games between West Portal and the intersection of Fourth/King. Prior to the end of the game, the trains stage within the King Street median west of Fourth Street in order to facilitate loading of passengers and departure of trains from the ballpark area. The extra shuttle trains continue to run until all transit passengers leaving the ballpark are served. Additional regional ferry service is provided between the ballpark and Alameda and Marin Counties. In addition, Caltrain provides two outbound trains at the end of the game. [18: 	Surveys of game attendees at AT&T Park conducted by the SF Giants in 2012, supplemented with similar data collected in 2007. More detailed survey results are provided in Appendix TR. ] 



Pedestrian Conditions. Pedestrian volumes at the analysis locations on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. The higher pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity are associated with SF Giants game attendees parking on the existing surface lots on the project site and at other nearby UCSF parking garages. Table 5.2-12 presents the hourly pedestrian volumes and LOS conditions for the crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations. Similar to conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, all crosswalk and sidewalk analysis locations operate at LOS A conditions.


Table 5.2-12
Pedestrian level of Service 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday P.M. and Evening, and Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Analysis Location


			Weekday Conditions


			Saturday Evening





			


			PM


			Evening


			





			


			Peds/ Hour


			MOEa


			LOS


			Peds/ Hour


			MOE


			LOS


			Peds/Hour


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			67


			294


			A


			41


			401


			A


			23


			714


			A





			South


			135


			144


			A


			108


			150


			A


			39


			421


			A





			East


			69


			1,045


			A


			66


			1,253


			A


			55


			1,502


			A





			Third St/16th Street


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			North 


			32


			814


			A


			34


			764


			A


			23


			1,594


			A





			South


			70


			370


			A


			44


			590


			A


			39


			973


			A





			East


			32


			1,296


			A


			28


			1,479


			A


			55


			2,472


			A





			West


			107


			351


			A


			120


			313


			A


			27


			1,102


			A





			Sidewalk


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South and 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			42


			0.1


			A


			30


			0.1


			A


			29


			0.1


			A





			West


			103


			0.3


			A


			111


			0.3


			A


			19


			0.1


			A








NOTES:


a 	The measure of effectiveness for crosswalks is density – pedestrians per square foot. The measure of effectiveness for sidewalks is the flow rate – pedestrians per minute per foot.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Bicycle Conditions. Table 5.2-8 in Section 5.2.3.7 presents the hourly bicycle volumes for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Overall, bicycle volumes in the project vicinity on days with a SF Giants evening game are slightly higher, but similar to those on days without a SF Giants game. Overall, on weekdays and weekends bicycle conditions were observed to be operating acceptably, with no conflicts between bicyclists, pedestrians and vehicles.


Parking Conditions. Table 5.2-13 presents the parking occupancy at the study area off-street facilities for a day with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. In general, on days with a SF Giants evening game, weekday midday parking occupancy is lower at many facilities than on days without a SF Giants game, likely due to increase parking rates on game days at many facilities resulting in drivers destined to the area to change travel modes from auto to transit, bicycle, and/or walk modes. On SF Giants game days, a number of existing facilities open for event parking. These include 185 Berry Street (weekday evenings only), Piers 48 Sheds A and B and 1050 Third Street/Mission Rock (on both weekday and weekend evenings). Even accounting for the additional capacity provided in these facilities (1,090 spaces on weekday evenings and 830 spaces on weekend evenings), the overall parking occupancy for the study area facilities would increase from less than 40 percent on days without a SF Giants game to more than 70 percent on days with a SF Giants evening game. On days with a SF Giants game, there are lower weekday midday parking occupancy rates compared to typical weekdays, since facilities managed by SF Giants (Lot A, 455 South St, 1725 Third St, etc.) would charge higher game-day rates. It should be noted that additional facilities north of King Street accommodate parking demand associated with SF Giants games, including 1,000 spaces at the Pier 30 surface lot and 300 spaces on the Bayside surface lot across from Pier 30. In addition, numerous parking garages serving commercial uses accommodate game day parking. 


Table 5.2-13
Off-street parking Supply and Occupancy 
Existing conditions – With A SF Giants EVENING Game
Weekday and Saturday


			Parking Facilitya


			Occupancyb





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			1. 185 Berry Street


			100%


			89%


			--


			--





			2. Pier 48 Sheds A and B


			--


			62%


			--


			98%





			3. West side of TF Blvd along Lot A


			15%


			92%


			8%


			92%





			4. 74 Mission Rock (Lot A)b


			28%


			100%


			5%


			95%





			5. Blocks 3E & 4E (Lot C)c


			--


			98%


			--


			95%





			6. 601 TFB/Pier 52 Boat Launch


			70%


			18%


			53%


			35%





			7. East side of TF Blvd at South St.


			26%


			0%


			13%


			13%





			8. 450 South Street


			71%


			--


			--


			--





			9. 1670 Owens Street


			44%


			--


			--


			--





			10. UCSF 1650 Third Street


			93%


			79%


			21%


			66%





			11. UCSF Block 23


			95%


			50%


			91%


			86%





			12. UCSF 1625 Owens Street


			79%


			29%


			64%


			20%





			13. UCSF Medical Center Phase 1d


			90%


			54%


			30%


			35%





			14. 455 South & 1725 Third (project site)


			30%


			34%


			2%


			95%





			Total Supply


			8,345


			6,955


			5,865


			6,685





			Average Occupancy


			58%


			77%


			23%


			75%








NOTES:


a 	Existing parking supply. See Appendix TR for additional details related to owner/operator. 


b 	Reflects reduction in parking supply due to development associated with The Yard.


c 	Reflects closure of 1000 Third Street (Lot D) with 320 spaces, and Lot C – Block 7 with 300 spaces, and increase in capacity at Lot C Blocks 3E and 4E (increase of 160 spaces).


d 	New parking facilities associated with UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 operations.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015








Regulatory Framework


This section provides a summary of the plans and policies of the City and County of San Francisco, and regional, state and federal agencies that have policy and regulatory control over the proposed project site. 


Federal and State Regulations


There are no federal or state transportation regulations applicable to the proposed project.


Regional Regulations


Water Emergency Transportation Authority’s Water Transportation System Management Plan


WETA is a regional agency authorized by the State to operate a comprehensive San Francisco Bay Area public water transit system. In 2009, the WETA adopted the Emergency Water Transportation System Management Plan, which complements and reinforces other transportation emergency plans that will enable the Bay Area to restore mobility after a regional disaster.


San Francisco Bay Trail Plan


The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) administers the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan (Bay Trail Plan). The Bay Trail is a multi-purpose recreational trail that, when complete, would encircle San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay with a continuous 400-mile network of bicycling and hiking trails; to date, 338 miles of the alignment have been completed. The 2005 Gap Analysis Study, prepared by ABAG for the entire Bay Trail area, attempted to identify the remaining gaps in the Bay Trail system; classify the gaps by phase, county, and benefit ranking; develop cost estimates for individual gap completion; identify strategies and actions to overcome gaps; and present an overall cost and timeframe for completion of the Bay Trail system.


Local Regulations and Plans 


Transit First Policy


In 1998, the San Francisco voters amended the City Charter (Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115) to include a Transit-First Policy, which was first articulated as a City priority policy by the Board of Supervisors in 1973. The Transit-First Policy is a set of principles that underscore the City’s commitment that travel by transit, bicycle, and foot be given priority over the private automobile. These principles are embodied in the policies and objectives of the Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan. All City boards, commissions, and departments are required, by law, to implement transit-first principles in conducting City affairs. 


San Francisco General Plan


The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of objectives and policies that relate to the eight aspects of the citywide transportation system: General Regional Transportation, Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrian, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and Goods Management. The Transportation Element references San Francisco’s Transit First Policy in its introduction, and contains objectives and policies that are directly pertinent to consideration of the proposed project, including objectives related to locating development near transit investments, encouraging transit use, and traffic signal timing to emphasize transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic as part of a balanced multimodal transportation system. The San Francisco General Plan also emphasizes alternative transportation through positioning of building entrances, making improvements to the pedestrian environment, and providing safe bicycle parking facilities.


San Francisco Bicycle Plan


The San Francisco Bicycle Plan (Bicycle Plan) describes a City program to provide the safe and attractive environment needed to promote bicycling as a transportation mode. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan identifies the citywide bicycle route network, and establishes the level of treatment (i.e., Class I, Class II or Class III facility) on each route. The Bicycle Plan also identifies near-term improvements that could be implemented within the next five years, as well as policy goals, objectives and actions to support these improvements. It also includes long-term improvements, and minor improvements that would be implemented to facilitate bicycling in San Francisco.


Better Streets Plan


The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Better Streets Plan) focuses on creating a positive pedestrian environment through measures such as careful streetscape design and traffic calming measures to increase pedestrian safety. The Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for the pedestrian environment, which it defines as the areas of the street where people walk, sit, shop, play, or interact. Generally speaking, the guidelines are for design of sidewalks as crosswalks; however, in some cases, the Better Streets Plan includes guidelines for certain areas of the roadway, particular at intersections.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Thresholds


The project would have a significant impact related to transportation and circulation if the project were to:


· Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including mass transit and non‐ motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit; 


· Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways (unless it is practical to achieve the standard through increased use of alternative transportation modes); 


· Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels, obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that causes substantial safety risks; 


· Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses; 


· Result in inadequate emergency access; or


· Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., conflict with policies promoting bus turnouts, bicycle racks, etc.) regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities, or cause a substantial increase in transit demand which cannot be accommodated by existing or proposed transit capacity or alternative travel modes.


Below is a list of significance criteria that the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), in consultation with the San Francisco Planning Department, uses to assess whether the proposed project would result in significant transportation impacts. These criteria are organized by mode to facilitate the transportation impact analysis; however, the transportation significance criteria are essentially the same as the ones presented above.


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity, resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result. With the Muni and regional transit screenline analyses, the project would have a significant effect on the transit provider if project‐related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization standard to be exceeded during the peak hour; 


· The operational impact on signalized intersections is considered significant when project-related traffic causes the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F. The operational impacts on unsignalized intersections are considered potentially significant if project‐related traffic causes the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F and peak hour signal warrants[footnoteRef:19] would be met, or would cause peak hour signal warrants to be met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or LOS F. The project may result in significant adverse impacts at intersections that operate at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions depending upon the magnitude of the project’s contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle. In addition, the project would have a significant adverse impact if it would cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels;  [19: 	A signal warrant is a condition that an intersection must meet to justify a signal installation. There are different warrants, which examine factors such as the volume of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrian, the signal system, collision statistics, as well as the geometric/physical configuration of the intersection. Even if a signal warrant is not met under the strictest interpretation, the determination to signalize an intersection could be made based upon the city traffic engineer’s professional judgment of intersection operations. ] 



· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks and crosswalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas; 


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on‐site loading facilities or within convenient on‐street loading zones, and would create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; or


· A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would result in inadequate emergency access.


Construction‐related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their temporary and limited duration.


[bookmark: _Ref413312519]Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions


Chapter 3, Project Description, summarizes the elements of the project description related to transportation features (e.g., on-site vehicle and bicycle parking spaces and truck loading spaces)[footnoteRef:20] and circulation improvements, including proposed vehicular access and on-site circulation, pedestrian and bicycle access, off-site streetscape improvements, changes to the Mission Bay shuttle service, and the project Transportation Management Plan (TMP); these elements are re-iterated and expanded upon in this section. The project TMP is included in its entirety in Appendix TR. [20:  Because the project site is located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area, it is not subject to the San Francisco Planning Code requirements. Instead, the proposed project is subject to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Appendix TR includes a comparison of the proposed project elements to the Mission Bay South Design for Development requirements. Because the Mission Bay South Design for Development does not contemplate off-street parking and loading standards for a multipurpose event center, the proposed project includes changes to the Mission Bay South Design for Development to include this land use.] 



This section is organized as follows:


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


2.	Transit Network Improvements 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


7.	Transportation Management Plan


1.	Roadway Network Improvements and Curb Regulations


The proposed project includes completion of the roadway network adjacent to the project site. Figure 5.2-9 presents the travel lane striping for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA review and approval. 


· Adjacent to the project site, the number of travel lanes on Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not change from existing conditions (i.e., two lanes each way without dedicated left-turn lanes). As part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets would be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 29 and 30 (i.e., to the west of its current alignment). 


· South Street currently has two travel lanes each way, with no on-street parking. With implementation of the proposed project, South Street would have one lane each way and on-street parking permitted on both sides of the street. At the westbound approach to Third Street, on-street parking would be prohibited for about 225 feet to provide for an additional right-turn only lane. 


· 16th Street is currently open between Third and Illinois Streets, and with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be rebuilt and extended to connect with the realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Between Third and Illinois Streets, 16th Street would have one eastbound lane and one left-turn only lane (80 feet in length) into the project garage. In order to accommodate the single eastbound lane on 16th Street east of Third Street, one of the two eastbound lanes on the west leg of the intersection of Third Street/16th Street would be restriped as an eastbound right-turn only lane. East of Illinois Street, 16th Street would have two eastbound lanes which would become separate left turn and right turn only lanes about 100 feet east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Westbound 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Illinois Street would have one through travel lane and one left-turn only lane (about 80 feet in length) at the intersections with Illinois and Third Streets.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Add bike lane configuration


In addition to the changes in travel lanes, the following intersection controls would be implemented as part of the proposed project:


· The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street is currently stop-controlled at the eastbound approach to the intersection, and would be signalized.


· The intersection of Bridgeview Way/South Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made a side-street stop-controlled intersection with southbound vehicles on Bridgeview Way and cars exiting the project garage on South Street required to stop. 


· The new intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/16th Street is currently uncontrolled, and would be made an all-way stop-controlled intersection with northbound vehicles on Illinois Street, east- and westbound vehicles on 16th Street, and vehicles exiting the project garage required to stop. Conditions at this intersection would be monitored, and if determined by the SFMTA that a traffic signal is warranted, the intersection would be signalized.


· The intersection of Illinois Street/Mariposa Street is currently all-way stop-controlled, and would be signalized.


[bookmark: _Toc412731494]Figure 5.2-9	Proposed Roadway Configuration and Curb Management	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Label streets.



Figure 5.2-9 also presents the proposed curb regulations for the streets adjacent to the project site, subject to SFMTA and Port Commission review and approval. Overall, adjacent to the project site, the proposed project would provide 17 on-street commercial loading spaces and 58 parking spaces, as well as a TMA shuttle stop, a taxi zone, and a paratransit[footnoteRef:21] stop. Curb regulations on days with events are described in subsequent sections.  [21: 	Paratransit is a specialized, door-to-door transport service for people with disabilities who are not able to ride fixed-route public transit. This may be due to a disability or a disabling health condition. SF Paratransit, a service of the SFMTA, provides van and taxi paratransit service.] 



· On South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided directly east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of the project garage entrance/exit. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and one metered commercial loading space would be provided between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces.


· On 16th Street, one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, the parking spaces would be adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane.


· On Third Street, parking is currently prohibited at all times. As part of the proposed project, signage would be placed on the east sidewalk prohibiting stopping at all times, including passenger loading/unloading at all times.


On-street metered parking would be provided on the curbs across from the project site as part of SFMTA’s Mission Bay Parking Management plan, including those under the Port of San Francisco’s jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:22] These include installation of new metered spaces on the north side of South Street (19 spaces), on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard (29 spaces), and on the south side of 16th Street (30 spaces). [22: 	SFMTA, Mission Bay Parking Management Implementation, July 2012. A copy of this report is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File No. 2014.1441E.] 



2.	Transit Network Improvements


As part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay light rail stop would be extended. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street north of South Street would be extended to the north away from South Street from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. Fencing would also be placed in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street, and the event center which would be located on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


In addition, crossover tracks would be constructed on Third Street near South Street within the light rail median to enable light rail vehicles to move from one set of tracks to another to reverse travel. The exact location (i.e., north and/or south of the UCSF/Mission Bay station) and the configuration of the crossover tracks (i.e., a single crossover, a double crossover, or a diamond crossover) have not been identified. 


3.	Pedestrian Network Improvements


Consistent with the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. As required by the Mission Bay South Design for Development Guidelines, a 20-foot wide setback would be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5-foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The exceptions would be at the South Street Tower, where a setback in excess of 5 feet would be provided at grade to create a cantilever over the site’s northwest corner, and on 16th Street at approximately midblock, where the event center curves slightly closer to the street. In addition, as shown on Figure 3-5 in Chapter 3, Project Description, buildings on the project site would be set back from all four corners to provide for a corner queuing/waiting area.


New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan,[footnoteRef:23] would be installed at the following intersections: [23: 	Crosswalks with a continental design have parallel markings that are the most visible to drivers. Use of continental design for crosswalk marking also improves crosswalk detection for people with low vision and cognitive impairments. FHWA, Part Ii of II: Best Practices Design Guide, Designing Sidewalks and Trails for Access, Available online at: http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/publications/sidewalk2/
sidewalks208.cfm. Accessed January 30, 2015.] 



· South Street/Bridgeview Way (two-way stop-controlled)


· South Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street (signalized)


· 16th Street/Illinois Street (all-way stop-controlled)


· 16th Street/Terry A. Francois Boulevard (signalized)


In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third/South and Third/16th would be restriped with the continental design.


At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/South, Terry A. Francois/16th, and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, pedestrian countdown signals would also be provided.


4.	Bicycle Network Improvements


With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be completed, and Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street (i.e., Bicycle Route 40) would be extended east to the reconfigured Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane.


In addition, with relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between South and 16th Streets as part of the Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, the existing bicycle lanes on both sides of the street would be replaced with a 13-foot wide two-way protected bicycle lane, known as cycle track,[footnoteRef:24] on the east side of the street. A 4-foot wide raised buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. As described in Chapter 3, the Mission Bay master developer would implement the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and associated improvements prior to occupancy of buildings at the project site.  [24: 	A cycle track is an exclusive bicycle facility that is separated from vehicle traffic and parked cars by a buffer zone. Cycle tracks offer safer and calmer cycling conditions for a much wider range of cyclists and cycling purposes, especially on street with greater traffic volumes traveling at relatively high speeds.] 



At the intersections of Terry A. Francois/16th and Illinois/Mariposa, where new traffic signals are proposed, bicycle signals would be provided, and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th two-stage turn queue boxes[footnoteRef:25] would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. [25: 	Two-stage turn queue boxes offer bicyclists a safe way to make left turns at multi-lane signalized intersections from a right side cycle track or bicycle lane, or right turns from a left side cycle track or bicycle lane. ] 



5.	Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program Improvements


With implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded, and a new TMA shuttle stop would be located on South Street east of Third Street adjacent to the project site. Table 5.2-14 summarizes the headways between shuttles for the existing routes, and proposed service improvements.


· The existing routes would be revised to provide additional service (i.e., more frequent service), plus extended service to late evenings and on Saturdays. In addition to the expanded service hours on the East route, the route would be modified to travel on South Street and stop at the new TMA shuttle stop. The Mission Bay Loop service would be expanded from 6:00 to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 to 10:00 a.m., and from 4:00 to 6:00 p.m.


· Three new regular routes (a Fourth/King Caltrain loop route, a 16th Street BART route, and a Transbay Terminal route) would operate throughout the day, similar to the existing shuttle service, but would have extended hours and operate on weekends.


· One Event Express route (the Fourth/King Caltrain route) with limited stops, would be provided prior to and following a peak event (i.e., events with more than 14,000 attendees).


Table 5.2-14
Existing Mission Bay TMA Headways and 
Proposed Revisions to Existing routes and NEw Routes


			Existing and 
Proposed Routes


			Weekday Headwaysa


			Saturday Headways 





			


			Early Morning (6 to 7 a.m.)


			AM Peak (7 to 10 a.m.)


			PM Peak
(4 to 6 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)


			Evening 
(6 to 8 p.m.)


			Late Evening 
(9 to 11 p.m.)





			Existing Routesb


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			East


			--


			10


			15


			15


			--


			--


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			20


			--


			--


			--





			Caltrain & Transbay


			18


			18


			40


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--





			Revised Existing Routesc





			East


			--


			10


			12


			12


			60


			60


			--





			West


			--


			15


			15


			115


			60


			60


			--





			Mission Bay Loop


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--


			--


			--





			New Regular Routesd


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			60


			--


			30


			30


			--





			16th Street BART 


			--


			--


			30


			30


			30


			30


			--





			Transbay Terminal


			--


			--


			30


			60


			--


			--


			--





			Event Express Routese





			Caltrain 


			--


			--


			20


			15


			10


			10


			--





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes operate Monday through Friday, generally between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and 4:00 and 8:00 p.m. Mission Bay Loop operates between 6:00 and 7:00 a.m. only.


c	With the proposed project, current service on the existing Mission Bay routes would be extended to 11:00 p.m. on weekdays, and would operate between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays.


d	Proposed new routes would operate on weekdays between 7:00 and 10:00 a.m., and between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. 


e	Event express routes would operate on weekday and weekend event days generally between 4 and 11 p.m. for weekday events and between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m. for weekend events.


SOURCE:	Mission Bay TMA, Golden State Warriors, 2015. 















6.	Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


In addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate large evening events. The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was developed by the SFMTA based on the estimated number of attendees taking transit, their origins and destinations, and arrival and departure patterns, as well as Muni’s experience with providing shuttle services for special events (e.g., at Golden Gate Park, and for the 49ers stadium at Candlestick Park). The Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan includes increasing light rail service on the T Third, and three Muni special event shuttles. The three Muni Special Event Shuttles are presented in Figure 5.2-10 and described below:


· Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would run on 16th Street between the event center and the 16th Street BART station. This shuttle would primarily serve attendees originating from and destined to the East Bay and South Bay and the Mission district. Preevent, the bus stop for the 16th Street BART shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street.


· Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would run between the event center and Fort Mason. The shuttle would run on 16th Street, Mission Street, and Van Ness Avenue, with limited stops at key transfer locations (e.g., at Geary Boulevard to connect with the 38 Geary and 38L Geary Limited). Pre-event, the bus stop for the Van Ness Avenue shuttle would be located on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the north side of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


· Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle would loop between the event center, the new Transbay Terminal, and the Ferry Building via Fourth, King, Third, Folsom, Fremont, and Mission Streets. Pre-event, the bus stop for the Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building shuttle would be located on the south side of South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, and post-event the bus stop would be located on the east side of Third Street north of South Street.


Table 5.2-15 presents the proposed service for the T Third and the Muni Special Event Shuttles for large events (18,000 attendees), medium events (7,500 to 13,000 attendees), and small events (less than 7,500 attendees). The service levels are representative, and the actual service that would be provided would be appropriately scaled to respond to the projected attendance level for the event. For events with more than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and the three Muni Special Event Shuttles would be provided, while for events with fewer than 13,000 attendees increases in T Third service and only the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle route would be provided.
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Table 5.2-15
Preliminary MUNI SPECIAL EVENT Transit Service Plan


			Special Event Service


			Headwaysa





			


			Pre-Event


			Post-Event





			


			Weekday


			Weekend


			Weekday


			Weekend





			For Large Events (18,000 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			4


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			10


			10


			7-8


			7-8





			Van Ness Avenue Shuttle


			12


			15


			On demandb


			On demandb





			Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle


			10


			8-9


			On demandb


			On demandb





			For Medium Events (7,500 to 13,300 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			3


			5


			5


			5





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			13


			13


			15


			15





			For Small Events (less than 7,500 attendees)


			


			


			


			





			T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles


			--


			--


			On demandb,c


			On demandb,c





			16th Street BART Station Shuttle


			--


			--


			On demandb,d


			On demandb,d





			NOTES:


a	Headways between shuttle buses in minutes.


b	Post event, the bus shuttles would depart as soon as the buses are full, rather than operate on a preset headway.


c	T Third/Central Subway with Special Event Shuttles - between three and seven two-car trains, depending on attendance level.


d	16th Street BART Station Shuttle - between one and two shuttle buses, depending on attendance levels.


SOURCE: SFMTA, 2015











7.	Transportation Management Plan


As part of the proposed project operations, the project sponsor prepared and would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to serve as a management and operating plan to provide multi-modal access during events at the project site. The TMP includes various management strategies designed to reduce use of single-occupant vehicles and to increase the use of rideshare, transit, bicycle and walk modes for trips to and from the project site. The TMP program was developed in consultation with the SFMTA and the Planning Department. The TMP is a working document that would be expanded and refined over time by the project sponsor and City agencies involved in implementing the plan. As described below, a monitoring and refinement process is included as part of the TMP.


The TMP includes the appointment of an Event Center Transportation Coordinator to manage the transportation needs of employees and event attendees. In addition, an in-building and crowd-sourced smart phone application would be developed that would provide multi-modal travel information and real-time advisories on the status of the transportation system and provide options to event attendees, and anyone working in, living near, or visiting Mission Bay. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would be responsible for distributing information related to temporary travel lane and/or street closures to event center attendees, emergency service providers, UCSF, and other neighbors prior to events. The following elements of the TMP are summarized below:


· Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Platform Improvements


· Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Event Express Routes


· Event Transportation Management Strategies


· Travel Demand Management Strategies


· Communication


· Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and Light Rail Platform and Track Improvements


As described above, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) to accommodate peak evening events such as basketball games and sold-out concerts, as presented in Table 5.2-16. Also, as described above, light rail platform and track improvements would also be made in order to support the additional light rail service, particularly for post-event conditions. 


Expansion of Mission Bay TMA Shuttle Program


As described above, with implementation of the project, the existing Mission Bay TMA shuttle service would be expanded (see Table 5.2-14). The revised existing routes, new regular routes, and event express would generally operate on weekday evenings between 4:00 and 11:00 p.m., and on Saturdays between 6:00 and 8:00 p.m.


Event Transportation Management Strategies


The TMP identifies the additional strategies that would be implemented to accommodate travel to and from the event center during events by all modes to enhance safety through reduction of conflicts between modes, to facilitate ingress and egress to the project site and vicinity, and to minimize traffic congestion and delays to vehicles, including transit. Table 5.2-16 below presents a summary of the transportation management strategies that would be implemented during the various types of events, as presented in the TMP. The transportation management strategies for small and convention events, and for large concerts and basketball games, are summarized below.


For all events, a PCO Supervisor would be located within the Event Center Command Center, and would manage the PCOs assigned to the event. The PCO Supervisor would have radio contact with the Field Supervisor and all PCOs on the street and phone contact with relevant city agencies and departments (Muni, SFMTA Signal Shop, SFPD, SFFD), transit operators (Muni, BART, Caltrans) and event center staff (security, valet attendants, etc.). The PCO Supervisor would also have authority and discretion in how PCOs are deployed, and may adjust the controls described below as conditions warrant. Transportation conditions during various-sized events would be monitored during the first year of operations to determine the appropriate number of PCOs and/or locations for the various event types.



Table 5.2-16
Summary of Transportation management Strategies by Event Type


			Management Strategy


			Event Type





			


			Convention/
Small Event
(Weekday Daytime)a


			Arena Concert
(Evening)b


			Peak Event/ NBA Game
(Evening)


			Overlapping Peak Event with AT&T Park Event





			Coordinate with SFMTA and Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee (MBBTCC) 


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Muni Ticket Sales at Event Center Box Office


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on Terry A. Francois Boulevard


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Taxi Zone on South Street


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Designated Commercial loading zone (non-event hours)


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated TMA Shuttle Stop


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Charter Bus Stop on 16th Street


			√


			


			


			





			Dedicated Shuttle Zone for Connection to 16th BART Station


			


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Paratransit Stop on Terry A. Francois Blvd


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Dedicated Media Truck Zone


			


			


			√


			√





			PCO Supervisor at Event Center Command Center


			


			√


			√


			√





			PCOs positioned at key locations throughout the surrounding intersections and transportation network


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Event Center staff positioned at key locations throughout the site to facilitate crowd control, wayfinding, and curb management.


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: South Street between Third Street and 450 South Street garage entrance


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Northbound lanes on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, except for local traffic and shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Post-Event Temporary Lane Closure: Westbound lanes on 16th Street between Terry A. Francois Blvd and Illinois Street, and eastbound lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Illinois Street, Except for Shuttle staging and loading 


			


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with BART, Caltrain, Muni


			√


			√


			√


			√





			Coordinate with SF Giants/AT&T Park Special Events Staff


			√


			√


			√


			√





			NOTES:


a	The 55 family shows held each year, with an average of 5,000 attendees, are expected to require similar controls to the small event.


b	Refers to an evening concert with more than 14,000 attendees.


SOURCE: Final Transportation Management Plan for the Warriors San Francisco Event Center, April 2015.












Small Events and Convention Events. Prior to an event, up to six PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections: Third Street/South Street, Third Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois Street/16th Street.


The following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event. Only changes to the proposed curb regulations from conditions without an event (as described above) are noted. 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· A passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and would accommodate private vehicles and TNC vehicles.[footnoteRef:26] The proposed permanent 60-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events. Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to passenger loading/unloading zones to ensure coordinated curb access, and to facilitate passenger loading/unloading, as well as departure of vehicles. [26: 	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



· A charter bus zone about 500 feet in length (accommodating about six buses) would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Basketball Games and Large Concert Events. The transportation management strategies for concerts with about 14,000 or more attendees and basketball games (with about 18,000 attendees) would be similar for concert events. During events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity, managing vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows, as shown in Figure 5.2-11. The exact locations would be determined by the PCO Supervisor, but it is anticipated that PCOs would be stationed at the following intersections pre-event and/or post-event:


			· Fourth Street/Channel Street


· Third Street/Channel Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/Mission Bay Boulevard North


· Third Street/Mission Bay Boulevard South


· Third Street/South Street


· Bridgeview Way/South Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street


			· Third Street/16th Street


· Illinois Street/16th Street


· Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street


· I-280 northbound ramps/Owens Street/Mariposa Street


· Fourth Street/Mariposa Street


· Third Street/Mariposa Street


· Illinois Street/Mariposa Street
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PCOs would also be stationed at the light rail platforms to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and vehicular traffic. In addition, it is anticipated that there would be roving PCO(s) in adjacent neighborhoods, as necessary, to monitor general parking issues and respond to calls during the events. Passenger loading onto the light rail vehicles would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would also be stationed at the light rail platforms.


Three permanent Variable Message Signs (VMS) would be installed to provide traffic alerts, messages, and alternate driving routes for drivers traveling to the event center, to destinations in the vicinity, or through the area. These would be in addition to the existing VMS located on northbound Third Street south of 16th Street, and all four VMSs would be used during large events. The proposed locations for the new VMSs include:	Comment by Brett Bollinger: ERO: I expect that there is going to be an interest from Potrero Hill residents in PCOs/VMS further west on 16th street.


· Westbound 16th Street east of I-280 


· Southbound Third Street south of the Lefty O’Doul Bridge 


· Eastbound Mariposa Street east of the I-280 ramps


As shown on Figure 5.2-12 and Figure 5.2-13, the following temporary curb regulations on the curb frontages adjacent to the project site would be initiated about two hours prior to the event start time, and would continue until about 1.5 hours following the end of the event: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet). Event center crowd control staff would be assigned to taxi zones to facilitate coordinated passenger loading/unloading and departure of taxis.


· Two passenger loading/unloading zones with a total of about 535 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed permanent 75-foot wide paratransit stop on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Media trucks would park on 16th Street adjacent to the project site, between Third Street and the entrance into the parking garage. About 185 feet of curb would be dedicated for media trucks.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle route and the Muni Van Ness Avenue Shuttle route would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· Prior to the end of the event, temporary travel lane closures (except for emergency vehicles) would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. These travel lane closures would involve the following:
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· 



· On northbound Third Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, one of the two northbound travel lanes (i.e., the curb lane) would be temporarily closed, and all northbound traffic on this segment would be directed to turn left onto westbound 16th Street. On Third Street between 16th and South Streets, both of the northbound travel lanes would be closed to all vehicular traffic and bicycles. On Third Street between South Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, both travel lanes would be closed to vehicular traffic, with the exception of the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle route, which would have a bus stop/unloading zone on Third Street north of South Street. 


· On Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, the northbound lane would be temporarily closed, with the exception of the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle and local access into the buildings at 409/499 Illinois Street (a vehicle entrance to the building is located approximately midblock). As noted above, the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street. Southbound traffic flow on Illinois Street (i.e., from the project garage) would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures.


· On 16th Street, travel lanes on the segment between Illinois Street would be closed to vehicular traffic both ways, with the following exceptions: Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would have a bus stop/loading zone on the north side of 16th Street (westbound travel) adjacent to the project site; a black car loading zone would be provided on the south side of 16th Street (eastbound travel) between a driveway to the 409/499 Illinois Street building and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 150 feet in length); and vehicles exiting the 409/499 Illinois Street building on the south side of 16th Street would be permitted access onto eastbound 16th Street towards Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· Left turns would be restricted from westbound 16th Street onto Third, Owens and Mississippi Streets through signage, temporary barriers, and/or PCOs. 


· On the segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the eastbound travel lane would be closed to vehicular traffic except transit, while the westbound lanes would remain open to accommodate: vehicles exiting the project garage; the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle that would travel northbound on Illinois Street, and turn left onto 16th Street westbound to continue towards the 16th Street BART station; and the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle that would travel westbound on 16th Street after loading passengers at the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


· On South Street, all travel lanes (both ways) on the segment between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street parking facility would be closed to vehicular traffic, except for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, which would have a stop in this section of South Street. Taxis would be encouraged to arrive at the taxi zone on South Street prior to the temporary closure of South Street at Third Street, and to stage until the end of an event. Taxis arriving post-event would access this taxi zone on South Street from Bridgeview Way. 


· Tow-away regulations, similar to those implemented following a baseball game, would be implemented on the west side of Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th Streets to allow for two southbound lanes to continue on Illinois Street. Additional signage would be added at tow-away locations.


Garage Operations. Attendees with pre-sold parking passes for the project garage would access the garage at 16th Street from the left turn pocket on eastbound 16th Street at the approach to Illinois Street, from westbound 16th Street, or from northbound Illinois Street to self-park. Event center staff would check parking passes before vehicles enter the garage. PCOs would be stationed at the project garage driveway to facilitate vehicle egress (office employees leaving on weekday evenings) and ingress (event attendees entering the garage), minimize conflicts with pedestrians and bicycles on 16th Street, and to coordinate with PCOs positioned at nearby intersections. PCOs stationed at the intersection of Illinois/16th Street would provide priority to the eastbound left turn movements from 16th Street into the garage to ensure that queues for the garage do not extend upstream onto Third Street. PCOs would also work with event center staff that would be checking attendees’ tickets for valid access to the garage. Drivers who attempt to access the garage without a valid parking pass would be redirected eastbound on 16th Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to other nearby garages or parking lots. 


Following an event, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Vehicles exiting the project garage on South Street, vehicles exiting the 450 South Street garage, and vehicles traveling southbound on Bridgeview Way would be directed eastbound on South Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard.


Overlap between events at the proposed Event Center and at AT&T Park. In circumstance when events at the proposed event center partially or completely overlap with baseball games or other events at AT&T Park, additional adjustments to the Transportation Management Plan for the proposed event center would be made, specifically:


· Because PCOs would be stationed at some of the same intersections where PCOs are stationed during SF Giants evening games, staffing would be adjusted to eliminate duplication of efforts, and to address the overlapping impacts.


· Because the Fourth Street bridge is closed to northbound travel (transit and taxis excepted), event center attendees would be directed to travel southbound on Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and then westbound on 16th Street to access locations to the north and west.


Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Strategies


The TMP includes TDM strategies for employees and for event center visitors. TDM strategies for office, retail, restaurant and event center employees:


Policy/Operations


· Participate in and promote pre-tax commuter benefits, a federal program that allows employees to reduce their commuting costs by up to 40 percent using tax-free dollars to pay for their commuting expenses.


· Enroll in free-to-employees ride-matching program through www.511.org. 


· Enroll in free-to-employers Emergency Ride Home Program through the City of San Francisco. 


· If applicable, comply with California’s parking cash-out program.[footnoteRef:27] [27: 	In accordance with California’s parking cash-out law – Assembly Bill 2109, Katz; Chapter 554, Statutes of 1992.] 



· Contribute to the Mission Bay TMA shuttle program.


· Provide indoor secure bicycle parking facilities for employees.


· Provide shower and locker facilities for employee use.


· Identify potential tenants who may provide on-site amenities (such as fitness and exercise centers, food and beverage options, and/or automated banking resources) to encourage employees to stay on-site during the workday.


· Implement transportation demand strategies as necessary […To be determined] 


· Allow certain employees to work flexible schedules and telecommute, to the extent reasonable. 


· Reserve parking spaces for carpool/vanpool participants. 


· Provide non-event day access to the enclosed bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces; valet operations during events only


Marketing/Communications


· Promote use of Mission Bay TMA shuttles to employees; notify them that they are eligible to ride the Mission Bay TMA shuttles for free; and provide information about routes, stop locations, and schedule. 


· Encourage employees and visitors to participate in public events that promote bicycling such as the annual “Bike to Work” day.


· Organize and publicize community efforts, such as Spare the Air days (as declared for the Bay Area region) or a Rideshare Week. 


Capital


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for TMA shuttles. 


TDM strategies for event center visitors:


Policies/Operations


· Work with the City to identify arena event patrons arriving via transit and reward those patrons with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly.


· Identify and reward patrons of the bike valet with promotional incentives that may include discounted food or beverage, team or venue merchandise, raffle entry, access to a “fast-track” security line or one or more other options. Market these incentives with a robust communications strategy prior to an event day so that visitors can make choices accordingly. 


· Distribute GSW-branded Clipper Cards to encourage patrons to associate event attendance with transit usage during attendee’s trip planning process. 


· Work with the SFMTA to determine the market feasibility and benefits of bundling the cost of a round-trip Muni fare ($4.50) into the cost of all ticketed events. 


· If parking is not bundled with ticket purchases for arena events (i.e., select event days and types), charge market-rate fees for on-site parking in connection with such arena events. Encourage off-site partners to charge market-rate parking fees for all arena events. 


· Designate a TDM/TMP coordinator to develop and implement marketing/communications/ incentive programs, and coordinate with facility on policies and capital needs to support sustainable trip making by GSW employees and event center visitors. 


· Establish an annual TDM budget for all components of the TDM program applying to GSW employees and event center visitors. 


Communications/Marketing


· At point of ticket purchase, encourage patrons to use sustainable modes of transportation via communications on the internet and through the ticket vendor. 


· Design a “Getting There” page for the venue website that lists multi-modal options and comparisons before showing preferred driving routes or available parking. Promote transit access to the project site by providing: interactive trip-planning tools; transit maps with recommended stops/stations for accessing site and best routes to the event center; and walking directions from transit stations/stops. Promote transit information on event center website, mobile apps, websites of events taking place at the site (to be required as a standard part of event contract) and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate.


· Provide real-time transit information, including train or bus arrivals and departures, in key event center locations (exit areas, gathering areas, etc.), inside the building (on TVs and other screens), and/or via mobile applications.


· Make available additional communication of transit options and wayfinding during playoff games for non-season pass holders who may be coming from out of town by providing information to, and encouraging displays within, hotels and local businesses in the event center vicinity.


· Promote use of the enclosed on-site bicycle valet facility (approximately 300 bike spaces). Provide a bicycle map, showing routes to the project site, on the event center web site, mobile applications, and in event literature and advertisements, when appropriate. 


· Create schedules of upcoming events for display on electronic message boards, to discourage auto use and parking in the Event Center vicinity.


Capital


· Work with SFMTA to brand transit stops/stations near the project site, covering any costs associated with re-branding.


· Provide outdoor bicycle racks for visitors to the office, retail, and restaurant uses.


· If and when peak event bicycle storage demand exceeds the 300 space enclosed valet facility and on-site bike rack capacity, provide additional temporary outdoor bike valet parking areas.


· Sponsor a Bay Area Bike Share station(s) in the project vicinity.


· Designate priority curb areas on-site for taxis, charter buses, and rideshare vehicles. Explore partnership options with rideshare/carpool/TNC[footnoteRef:28][1] companies to offer discounts to event attendees and/or employees. [28: [1]	Transportation Network Company (TNC) is a company or organization that provides transportation services using an online-enabled platform to connect passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles (e.g., Lyft, SideCar, Uber).] 



Communication


The TMP includes strategies related to distributing information on transportation management for the various modes at the event center for pre-event and post-event conditions as part of the ticket purchase process, and wayfinding signage for multi-modal access and egress. The communication strategies would discourage use of private autos and encourage use of transit and other modes.


Monitoring, Refinement, and Performance Standards


The TMP outlines the process to monitor and refine the strategies within the TMP in conjunction with the City throughout the life of the project. Monitoring methods include field monitoring of operations during the first four years and an annual surveying and reporting program, thereafter. Surveys of event attendees and event center employees would be conducted annually, and visitor surveys of Mission Bay neighbors and UCSF staff and emergency providers would be conducted in the initial years of operation. 


The TMP also identifies performance standards that the project sponsor has committed to maintaining:


· Weekday Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 53 percent auto mode share for weekday peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Weekend Auto Mode Share: Implement measures intended to reach a goal of on average, attendees for peak events do not exceed a 59 percent auto mode share for weekend peak event arrivals (i.e., 6:00 to 8:00 p.m.). 


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Traffic entering the parking garage from eastbound 16th Street does not spill back to 16th Street or into the Third Street intersection due to garage ingress.


· Vehicle Queuing on City Streets: Event traffic does not block access to the UCSF emergency room entrance for emergency vehicles or patients on Mariposa Street between I-280 and Third Street.


· Pedestrian Flows: Pedestrians do not spill out of sidewalks onto streets with moving vehicles, or out of crosswalks when crossing the street.


· Bicycle Parking: Signage is clearly visible to direct bicyclists to event valet and other bicycle parking, and ensure that adequate bicycle parking supply is provided to accommodate a typical peak event.


· Transit Mode Share: All Muni light rail and special event shuttle passengers are able to board their transit vehicle within 45 minutes[footnoteRef:29] following an event, if desired.  [29: 	The 45 minutes for boarding of all passengers was determined to be an appropriate period of time given the anticipated time attendees would spend exiting the building, crossing the plaza, and traveling to the appropriate shuttle stop. It reflects anticipated delay by some attendees who may remain within the event center following an event’s end to take advantage of promotions, watch post-game interviews, etc. and by other attendees who may patronize the retail businesses located on-site following an event by prior to leaving Mission Bay.] 



· Good Neighbor: Mission Bay TMA shuttles continue to run and maintain capacity for simultaneous neighborhood use. 


In the event that ongoing monitoring shows at any time that the performance standards outlined above are not being met, the project sponsor would explore additional travel demand strategies, operational efforts, or design refinements to meet the goals identified in the TMP. Revisions to policy would be brought before the Mission Bay CAC, or its successor body, for approval. A representative list of possible strategies is as follows:


· Increase project sponsor contribution to the Mission Bay TMA to directly fund incremental, event-only service, which may include additional shuttle bus purchases and/or expanded hours of operation. 


· Establish a partnership with a private shuttle provider for incremental, event-only service to and from satellite parking locations (if designated) or transit centers.


· Facilitate charter bus/private shuttle program purchases for group ticket sales and/or suite purchases for events. Reduce the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


· Explore partnerships with car-sharing services (e.g., Zipcar, City CarShare) for spaces on-site to reduce car ownership amongst employees.


· Undertake media campaigns, including in social media, which promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


· Conduct cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bicycle or on foot). 


· Carry out public education campaigns. 


· Offer special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


· Provide transit fare subsidies to event ticket holders.


· In consultation with the SFMTA, remove any street furniture or landscaping obstructing pedestrian paths of travel or Muni staging areas.


Approach to Analysis


This section presents the methodologies for analyzing and organizing the transportation impacts and information considered in the travel demand and impact analysis. This section is organized in the following order:


1.	Approach to impact analysis, including analysis scenarios, analysis periods, analysis years, and analysis methodology.


2.	Organization of impacts and overarching scenario assumptions. 


3.	Methodology and results of travel demand forecasts for the proposed project.


4. 	Methodology for development of 2040 cumulative traffic, transit, and pedestrian forecasts.


1.	Approach to Impact Analysis Methodology


This section presents the methodology for analyzing transportation impacts and information considered in developing travel demand for the proposed project. The impacts of the proposed project on the surrounding transportation network were analyzed using the SF Guidelines 2002, which provides direction for analyzing transportation conditions and in identifying the transportation impacts of a proposed project.


As described in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the event center would have up to 225 events per year, of which up to 60 would be Golden State Warriors basketball games. Other events would include about 45 small and large concert events, about 55 family shows, and about 61 convention, civic, and other sporting events. Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3. The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, other non-Golden State Warriors sporting event), but would be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends. In the case of other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. 


Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event, to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball game; concert average attendance is estimated to range between 3,000 attendees for arena theater concerts to 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage full arena configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees. Overall, it is estimated that there would be up to 225 event days in any given year. 


Event Scenarios


For purposes of the transportation analysis, three analysis scenarios were analyzed as representative of the range of project impacts, depending on the type of activity at the event center. 


· No Event – The No Event scenario reflects conditions associated with the 605,000 gross square feet (gsf) of office uses, the 62,500 gsf of retail uses, and 62,500 gsf of restaurant uses on days when there are no events scheduled at the event center.


· Convention Event – The Convention Event scenario reflects conditions for a convention-type event with an average attendance of about 9,000 attendees. For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the average attendance for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:30] This scenario assesses the impacts of a daytime event at the project site. [30: 	The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360-degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 



· Basketball Game – The Basketball Game scenario reflects sell-out conditions for a Golden State Warriors evening basketball game, as it would be the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees). It also represents conditions for a sold-out evening concert. 


Analysis Periods


Per the SF Guidelines, the weekday p.m. peak hour is the standard analysis period for development projects in San Francisco and was analyzed for the proposed project. In addition to the weekday p.m. peak hour typically studied, three additional analysis hours were selected for analysis of transportation impacts. These three additional analysis hours were selected to address impacts of the event center. Each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific conditions would occur. For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. Table 5.2-17 summarizes the time periods analyzed for each scenario.


· The weekday p.m. peak hour (the peak hour of the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. peak commute period) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic volumes and transit demand are the greatest. The weekday p.m. peak hour was analyzed for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios.


· The weekday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenario because basketball games typically start at 7:30 p.m. and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6:00 to 8:00 p.m. period than during the 4:00 to 6:00 p.m. commute peak period. 


Table 5.2-17
Analysis hours for Proposed Project scenarios


			Proposed Project Scenario


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 





			No Event


			X


			--


			--


			X





			Convention Event


			X


			--


			--


			--





			Basketball Gamea 


			X


			X


			X


			X





			NOTE:


a	The Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert.














· The weekday late evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 9:00 to 11:00 p.m. period) was analyzed only for the Basketball Game scenarios. For evening period the Basketball Game scenario, it represents the period during which the highest number of outbound event trips would occur after a basketball game or concert event. 


· The Saturday evening peak hour (the peak hour of the 7:00 to 9:00 p.m. period) was analyzed for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. For the Basketball Game scenario it represents the period during which the highest number of inbound event trips would occur. Approximately 68 percent of attendees are projected to arrive at the event center during the 7:00 to 8:00 p.m. peak hour.


Analysis of weekday a.m. peak hour conditions was not conducted because travel demand associated with the proposed project would be greater during the p.m. peak hour than during the a.m. peak hour. For example, the retail and restaurant uses would generate substantially fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour, as most would not be open during the a.m. Most events, including family shows, would not overlap with the a.m. peak hour, and daytime convention events would generate fewer trips in the a.m. peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour. Furthermore, comparison of a.m. and p.m. peak hour LOS conditions at intersections in the vicinity of the project site, as presented in the UCSF 2014 LRDP EIR, demonstrate that intersections operate similarly during both peak hours. Therefore, because the proposed project would generate more trips in the p.m. peak hour than in the a.m. peak hour, analysis of potential traffic impacts would be adequately addressed in the p.m. peak hour analysis. 


The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because, as shown in Table 3-3 in Chapter 3, these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game. In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game. As such, the transportation infrastructure (roadways, transit vehicles, stations, sidewalks, etc.) would be expected to operate similar to or better before and after concerts than before or after a sold-out basketball game. As noted above, the Basketball Game scenario represents conditions for a sold out evening concert. However, evening concerts could start later than basketball games, generally between 8:00 and 9:00 p.m., and have a more spread out arrival period than basketball games due to opening act performances before the featured headliner.


The analysis of the proposed project was conducted for existing and 2040 cumulative conditions. “Existing plus Project” conditions assess the near-term impacts of the proposed project, while “2040 Cumulative plus Project” conditions assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development. Year 2040 was selected as the future analysis year because 2040 is the latest year for which travel demand forecasts were available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting model. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.3 above, the data collected in 2013/2014 for the quantitative existing conditions analysis was adjusted upwards to reflect the opening of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building in early 2015. The travel demand associated with these two projects was determined from previous studies conducted by UCSF and the SF Department of Public Works, respectively.


Construction Analysis Methodology


Potential short-term construction impacts were assessed based on preliminary construction information for the proposed project. The construction impact evaluation addresses the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, roadway and/or sidewalk closures, and evaluates the effect of construction activities on sidewalks, bicycle lanes, or travel lanes.


Vehicular Traffic Analysis Methodology


The traffic impact assessment for the proposed project was conducted for 23 study intersections and six freeway ramp locations in the vicinity of the project site. The study intersections were evaluated using the HCM 2000 methodology. For signalized intersections, this methodology uses various intersection characteristics (e.g., traffic volumes, lane geometry, and signal phasing and timing) to estimate the capacity for each lane group approaching the intersection, and to calculate the average control delay experienced by motorists traveling through the intersection. The level of service (LOS) is based on average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for the various movements within the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, average delay and LOS operating conditions are calculated by approach (e.g., northbound) and movement (e.g., northbound left-turn), for those movements that are subject to delay. For purposes of this analysis, the operating conditions (LOS and delay) for unsignalized intersections are presented for the worst approach (i.e., the approach with the highest average delay per vehicle). Table 5.2-18 presents the LOS descriptions and associated delays for signalized and unsignalized intersections.


Table 5.2-18
level of seRvice definitions for signalized and unsignalized intersections


			Control/LOS


			Description of Operations


			Average Control Delay
(seconds per vehicle)





			Signalized


			


			





			A


			Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully used and no vehicle waits longer than one red indication.


			< 10





			B


			Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully used. Drivers begin to feel restricted.


			> 10.0 and < 20





			C


			Acceptable Delays: Major approach phase may become fully used. Most drivers feel somewhat restricted.


			> 20.0 and < 35





			D


			Tolerable Delays. Drivers may wait through no more than one red indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly without excessive delays.


			> 35.0 and < 55





			E


			Significant Delays: Volumes approach capacity. Vehicles may wait through several signal cycles and long queues form upstream.


			> 55.0 and < 80





			F


			Excessive Delays: Represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues may block upstream intersections.


			> 80





			Unsignalized


			


			





			A


			No delay for STOP-controlled approach.


			< 10





			B


			Operations with minor delays.


			> 10.0 and < 15





			C


			Operations with moderate delays.


			> 15.0 and < 25





			D


			Operations with some delays.


			> 25.0 and < 35





			E


			Operations with high delays and long queues.


			> 35.0 and < 50





			F


			Operations with extreme congestion, with very high delays and long queues unacceptable to most drivers.


			> 50











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, Washington, DC.





It should be noted that at some of the study intersections, the average delay per vehicle would remain the same, or slightly reduced, with the addition of project-related traffic. Using the HCM 2000 methodology, the level of service is calculated based on an average of the total vehicular delay per approach, weighted by the number of vehicles at each approach. Increases in traffic volumes at an intersection usually result in increases in the overall intersection delay. However, if there are increases in the number of vehicles at movements with low delays, the average weighted delay per vehicle may remain the same or decrease.


Similar to intersections, the operating characteristics of freeway ramps are evaluated using the concept of LOS. Freeway ramp LOS is based on vehicle density (passenger cars per lane-mile) and service volume (passenger cars per hour). In San Francisco, LOS A through D is considered acceptable; LOS E and LOS F are considered unsatisfactory service levels. Table 5.2-19 presents the level of service designation and associated maximum densities for ramp merge and diverge operations.


Table 5.2-19
level of seRvice definitions for Freeway ramp junctions


			LOS


			Maximum Density (passenger cars per mile per lane)





			A


			< 10





			B


			> 11 to 20





			C


			> 20 to 28





			D


			> 28 to 35





			E


			> 35





			F


			Demand exceeds capacity











NOTE: LOS – Level of Service





SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Transit Analysis Methodology


The impact of additional transit ridership generated by the proposed project on local and regional transit providers was assessed by comparing the projected ridership to the available transit capacity at the maximum load point. Transit “capacity utilization” refers to transit riders as a percentage of the capacity of the transit line, or group of lines combined and analyzed as screenlines across which transit lines travel. The transit analyses were conducted for the peak direction of travel for each of the analysis time periods.


· For the weekday p.m. peak hour analyses, the transit capacity utilization was conducted at the Planning Department’s three regional screenlines (for transit trips from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay), and at the four Muni downtown screenlines. In addition, transit capacity utilization was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route that serve the project site. Weekday p.m. peak hour analysis was conducted for the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site). 


· For the weekday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


· For the weekday late evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the outbound direction of travel (i.e., away from the project site).


· For the Saturday evening peak hour, the transit analysis was conducted for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route and for the regional screenlines in the inbound direction of travel (i.e., towards the project site, and into San Francisco).


The existing peak hour ridership and capacity data were obtained from Muni and reflect conditions that would occur following completion of the Central Subway project and the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project. For service provided by Muni, the capacity includes seated passengers and an appreciable number of standing passengers per vehicle (the number of passengers is between 30 and 80 percent of the seated passengers depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). Muni has established a capacity utilization standard of 85 percent, which was applied for assessment of weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. For analysis of events at the project site, a capacity utilization standard of 100 percent was used, since more congested conditions on transit are acceptable for temporary special event conditions.


Weekday p.m. peak hour ridership and capacity for the regional transit service providers at the three regional screenlines were based on the SF Guidelines regional screenline data. Weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening ridership and capacity were obtained from the regional transit providers, including AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, WETA, SamTrans, and Golden Gate Transit. All regional transit providers have a peak hour capacity utilization standard of 100 percent.


Because the Central Subway is anticipated to be operational in 2019, the existing plus project transit impact analysis was conducted assuming the additional light rail capacity in the project vicinity that would be provided via the Central Subway. Similarly, the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is anticipated to be operational in 2020, and was also included in the existing plus project transit analysis. The ridership at the maximum load point and capacity of the 22 Fillmore and the T Third conditions reflect 2020 conditions for the Central Subway (i.e., conditions for the year following the start of revenue service on the light rail line and when the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project is completed and replaces the 55 16th Street route).[footnoteRef:31]  [31: 	Ridership and capacity for year 2020 was used in the analysis of existing transit conditions, as it is the year for which near-term transit ridership forecasts that include implementation of the Central Subway and Muni Forward projects (e.g., the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project) are available.] 



Pedestrian Analysis Methodology


Pedestrian conditions were assessed qualitatively and quantitatively. Quantitative analysis of operating characteristics of the pedestrian sidewalk and crosswalk locations was conducted using the HCM 2000 methodology. Sidewalk operating conditions are measured by average pedestrian flow rate, which is defined as the average number of pedestrians that pass a specific point on the sidewalk during a certain period (pedestrians per minute per foot or p/m/f). The width of the sidewalk at this point is considered the “effective width”, which accounts for reduction in amount of sidewalk available for travel due to street furniture and the side of buildings. The level of service for sidewalks is presented for “platoon” conditions, which represents the conditions when pedestrians are walking together in a group. Pedestrian level of service conditions were calculated at the most restrictive sidewalk location (i.e., at the “pinch point”) along a given block face. 


Crosswalk LOS are measurements of the amount of space (square feet) each pedestrian has in the crosswalk or corner. These measurements depend on pedestrian volumes, signal timing, corner dimensions, crosswalk dimensions and roadway widths. 


With the HCM methodology, an upper limit for acceptable conditions is LOS D, which equals approximately 15 to 24 square feet per pedestrian for crosswalks, and approximately 10 to 15 pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalks. LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable conditions. At LOS E normal walking gaits must be adjusted due to congested conditions, and independent movements are difficult; at LOS F walking speeds are severely restricted. Table 5.2-20 shows the LOS criteria for pedestrians based on the 2000 HCM methodology.


Table 5.2-20
pedestrian level of sErvice criteria 


			LOS


			Crosswalks 
Density 
(sq ft per pedestrian)


			Sidewalk
Flow Rate
(pedestrians per minute per foot)





			A


			> 13


			< 0.5





			B


			> 10 – 13


			> 0.5 – 3





			C


			> 6 – 9.9


			> 3 – 6





			D


			> 3 – 5.9


			> 6 – 11





			E


			> 2 – 2.9


			> 11 – 18





			F


			< 2


			> 18











SOURCE: Transportation Research Board, 2000. Highway Capacity Manual – Special Report, Washington, DC





Bicycle Analysis Methodology


The project impact analysis includes a qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions. Bicycle conditions are assessed as they related to the proposed project area, including bicycle routes, safety and right-of-way issues, and potential conflicts with traffic.


Loading Analysis Methodology


Loading analysis for the proposed project was conducted by comparing the loading supply that would be provided to the projected demand that would be generated. 


Emergency Vehicle Access Analysis Methodology


Potential changes to emergency vehicle access were assessed qualitatively. Specifically, the analysis assessed whether any of the event center transportation management strategies would impair adequate emergency vehicle access. 


Parking Conditions


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, Section 2.8, Senate Bill 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code §21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.[footnoteRef:32] Public Resources Code §21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “… parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” Accordingly, parking is no longer to be considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects that meet all three criteria established in the statute. The proposed project meets all of the criteria, and thus the transportation impact analysis does not consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, the OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision-makers. Therefore, this SEIR presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes only, and considers any secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce on-site parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way) as applicable in the following transportation impact analysis. [32: 	A “transit priority area” is defined as an area within one-half mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in California Public Resources Code §21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%20of%20
San%20Francisco%20Transit%20Priority%20Areas.pdf.] 



Furthermore, SB 743 requires that the State Office of Planning and Research (OPR) develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote a reduction in greenhouse gas emissions and do not use automobile delay (level of service) in determining significance (see p. 4.A.3). These provisions of SB 743 have not yet been established and currently are only available in preliminary draft form. Therefore, as directed by OCII, this SEIR analyzes the traffic-related impacts of the project as they pertain to LOS.


A parking assessment was conducted by comparing the proposed parking supply to the parking demand generated by the proposed project uses. An assessment of cumulative parking conditions at build-out of the Mission Bay Area was also conducted.


2.	Organization of Impacts and Overarching Scenario Assumptions


The general organization of the impact analysis is construction impacts, followed by operational impacts, followed by cumulative impacts, and ending with a discussion of parking conditions. Construction impacts are discussed in Impact TR-1. Operational impacts are covered in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-25, under three overarching scenarios, described below. Cumulative impacts are described in Impact C-TR-1 through Impact C-TR-10. These impact evaluations are then followed by a discussion of parking conditions under proposed project conditions, but not in terms of a CEQA impact, as described above. 


For the operational impacts, the impact evaluations uses the methodologies described above to address each of the following topics: vehicular traffic; transit; pedestrian; bicycle; loading; air traffic; and emergency vehicle access. These topics are all analyzed under each of three overarching scenario assumptions that represent the range of potential project impacts, including the reasonable worst-case scenarios. The three overarching scenario assumptions are:


· Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park (“Without a SF Giants Game”), Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-10. This represents the most typical conditions expected to occur if the project were to be implemented. 


· Conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (“With a SF Giants Evening Game”), Impact TR-11 through Impact TR-17. As described further below, there is the likelihood that some events at the proposed event center could overlap with SF Giants evening games, with the potential to exacerbate transportation effects as analyzed in the first group of impacts.


· Conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24. The two overarching scenarios above assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as described above in Section 5.2.5.2 and on Table 5.2-15, which indicate that the SFMTA intends to provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees. The City and County of San Francisco fully anticipates implementation of this plan and has identified sufficient funding.[footnoteRef:33] However, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision-makers, this group of impacts discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. This group of impacts analyzes only the Basketball Game scenario as the representative worst-case scenario.  [33: 	Letter from Director Reiskin [Note to reviewer: To be provided.}] 



For the conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, it is estimated that there would be a potential for about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 events (with varying combined total attendance) in one year. These estimates are based on the following assumptions, which are conservative because they rely on current scheduling information and do not account for any advanced coordination between the SF Giants and the Golden State Warriors, or internal schedule coordination at the event center:


· Overlap with Golden State Warriors games. The regular NBA (late October through mid-April) and regular baseball seasons (April through September) overlap slightly in the first half of April, and for both teams, only half of the games are home games. Conservatively, about 2 games per year could overlap during the regular season. If either or both of the Warriors and SF Giants were to move on to the post season, there would be increased likelihood of overlapping events, with a maximum of 5 additional overlapping events if both teams were to advance to their respective championship final series in the same year.


· Overlap with concerts. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the major concert season is fall, winter, and early spring. Thus, of the 45 yearly concerts, about 20 could overlap with the regular baseball season, but at most, only half of these (10) are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with family shows. As indicated in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, the approximate 55 family shows would be distributed throughout the year on Wednesday through Sunday. Since the SF Giants play for 6 months of the year during the regular season, it is assumed that half of the family shows (27) would occur during the baseball season (April through September), but the SF Giants only play home games at AT&T Park for half of that time, leaving 14 days of possible overlap. However, the SF Giants also play games on Monday and Tuesday when there would be no family shows. So, about 10 of the family shows are estimated to occur on the same day as a SF Giants home game. 


· Overlap with other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events. Of the approximate 30 other non-Golden State Warriors sporting events that would be held at the event center, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games, or about 7 events.


· Overlap with conventions/corporate events. Of the approximate 31 conventions or corporate events, it is assumed that half could occur during baseball season, and half of those could overlap with SF Giants home games. However, these events would almost exclusively be during the day, and only about 35 percent of the SF Giants games are day games; this indicates the potential for an estimated 3 overlapping events.


Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is anticipated that in a regular year, on average, there is a possibility of about nine large events (about 12,500 or more attendess) at the event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts). If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. 


3.	Travel Demand Methodology and Results


The memorandum containing the detailed methodology and information used to calculate the project travel demand is included in Appendix TR. This section summarizes the information and analysis contained in the travel demand memorandum.[footnoteRef:34] As described above, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario assume that the SFMTA would provide additional transit service to accommodate peak evening events. However, travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are also included in this section. [34: 	Travel, Parking, and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 – Case No. 2014.1441E, Final Memorandum, March 2015.] 



Introduction


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco. 






However, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand characteristics for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Institute of Transportation Engineer’s Trip Generation Manual, do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance, as well as information on current travel characteristics of Golden State Warriors basketball attendees at the Oracle arena in Oakland. In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location, and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, adjustments have been made to account for these factors.


The weekday daily p.m. peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides p.m. peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution, and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3, referred to as SD 3) where the project site is located.[footnoteRef:35] The modal split and trip distribution assumptions presented in the SF Guidelines for work trips into and out of SD 3 were further refined using more recent travel pattern data of existing Mission Bay employees collected by the Mission Bay TMA. Travel demand was also determined for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, and restaurant uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. See Appendix TR. [35: 	Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix TR). ] 



The No Event scenario reflects travel demand associated with the office uses, retail, and restaurant uses for the weekday p.m. commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. The Convention Event scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus a daytime convention event.


The Basketball Game scenario reflects the travel demand of the office, retail and restaurant uses, plus an evening basketball game. The transportation impact analysis of the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for four analysis hours (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening), for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.






Table 5.2-21 presents the expected temporal distribution of arrival and departure patterns for basketball game attendees of the proposed project. The data are based on information provided by the Golden State Warriors for their current facility, which was then adjusted to provide for earlier arrival patterns based on comparable information collected at similar NBA facilities. Based on this information, it was be assumed that approximately 5 percent of arrivals to a basketball game would occur during the p.m. peak hour (5:00 to 6:00 p.m.), and up to 66 percent of arrivals would occur during the evening peak hour (7:00 to 8:00 p.m.). Similarly, up to 70 percent of the departures would occur during the late evening peak hour (9:00 to 10:00 p.m.). Event staff for basketball games would be expected to arrive between 4:30 and 5:00 p.m. and would be on post prior to the gate opening time; event staff would leave between 11:00 and 11:30 p.m.


Table 5.2-21
Basketball Game Attendee Arrival and Departure Patterns
For 7:30 P.M. Start Time and 9:40 P.M. End Time


			Time Period


			by Hour


			Cumulative





			Arrivals


			


			





			5:00 to 5:30 p.m. 


			1%


			1%





			5:30 to 6:00 p.m. 


			4%


			5%





			6:00 to 6:30 p.m.


			11%


			16%





			6:30 to 7:00 p.m.


			20%


			35%





			7:00 to 7:30 p.m.


			33%


			68%





			7:30 to 8:00 p.m.


			33%


			100%





			Departures


			


			





			9:00 to 9:30 p.m.


			30%


			30%





			9:30 to 10:00 p.m.


			40%


			70%





			10:00 to 10:30 p.m.


			30%


			100%





			SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Trip Generation


The person-trip[footnoteRef:36] generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to the project site and are based on the appropriate trip generation rates as described in a previous section, and which were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 gross square feet (GSF) of office, retail and restaurant uses in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. See Appendix TR for additional details. [36: 	A person trip is a trip made by one person by any means of transportation (auto, transit, walk, etc.).] 







The trip generation rates represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a stand-alone use, and because it is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals destined to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the office uses. Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center, a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips) than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets, which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses. Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. It was assumed that the visitor linked trip factor would generally be constant throughout the day during non-event days. For event days, however, it was assumed that the linked trip factor would progressively increase as the event start time approaches. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office uses.


Table 5.2-22 presents the number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods. 


No Event. As shown in Table 5.2-22, the overall daily person trip generation would be lower on a Saturday than on a weekday, due to the higher trip generation associated with the office use on a weekday. On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 26,998 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 2,796 person trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday without an event, the proposed project would generate 21,883 daily person trips and 3,130 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Basketball Game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 58,538 person trips. Of these, 3,859 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour, 12,285 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour, and 13,218 person trips would occur during the weekday late evening peak hour. The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 52,098 for a basketball game, of which 12,252 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour.






Table 5.2-22
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour 





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Centerb


			263


			22


			--


			--


			263


			0





			Office


			10,951


			931


			--


			--


			2,442


			27





			Retail


			6,405


			576


			--


			--


			7,496


			300





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			--


			--


			2,959


			710





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			7,004


			946


			--


			--


			8,724


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			26,998


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			21,883


			3,130





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			38,128


			1,803


			11,742


			12,845


			38,128


			11,742





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			10,951


			931


			186


			47


			2,442


			27





			Retaild


			3,375


			304


			56


			26


			3,950


			39





			Quick Service Restaurantd


			2,376


			321


			118


			118


			2,959


			174





			Sit-down Restaurantd


			3,708


			501


			184


			184


			4,618


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			58,538


			3,859


			12,285


			13,218


			52,098


			13,252





			Convention Event


			49,097


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip.


b	105 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR. 











Convention Event. Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (38,128 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event). However, because convention events would typically occur during the weekday, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. This is because it is anticipated that many people would leave the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour while the majority of basketball fans arrive after the end of the p.m. peak hour (i.e., after 6:00 p.m.). The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 49,097 trips, of which 5,169 person trips would occur during the p.m. peak hour.


Trip Distribution


The directional distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region. The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 5.2-23.
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Table 5.2-23
Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Usea


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Retail


			Office/Restaurant





			


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors


			Workers


			Visitors





			


			


			Weekday Inbound


			All Other


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			7.7%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			7.7%


			55.0%


			7.7%


			6.0%


			7.7%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			9.9%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			9.9%


			5.0%


			9.9%


			9.0%


			9.9%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			22.3%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			22.3%


			5.0%


			22.3%


			61.0%


			22.3%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.4%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			5.0%


			7.4%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			27.7%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			27.7%


			7.5%


			27.7%


			3.0%


			27.7%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			3.5%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			3.5%


			2.5%


			3.5%


			2.0%


			3.5%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			19.0%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			19.0%


			10.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%


			19.0%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			NOTES:


a	Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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The directional distribution of visitor trips for the proposed office, restaurant, and retail uses was obtained from the SF Guidelines for SD 3, in which the project is located. The distribution of convention/corporate events attendees was based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR. The distribution of basketball game attendees was derived from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco). The directional distribution of employee trips for all proposed project uses was obtained from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA derived from transportation surveys of residents and employees in Mission Bay conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014.


For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (47.3 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD 3 (22.3 percent), followed by East Bay (27.7 percent), and then South Bay (19.0 percent) origins/destinations. For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations.


The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence. The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders (see Appendix TR). As shown in Table 5.2-23, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday is projected to be about 7.5 percentage points greater than on a weekend, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas. 


The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, and restaurant uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.


Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, p.m. peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi/TNC, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips. For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the non-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, and restaurant) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis/TNCs. The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel, but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum. 


Travel mode splits of visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (i.e., SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of all employee trips (including event employees at basketball games and conventions) were estimated from information provided by the Mission Bay TMA based on transportation surveys conducted in 2012, 2013, and 2014. 


Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR, with some adjustments to account for the SD 3 location of the proposed project. Specifically, it was assumed that the overall auto usage would be twice the Moscone Center (20 percent at the proposed project site versus 10 percent at the Moscone Center), with minimal walk trips (2 percent at the proposed project site versus 30 percent at the Moscone Center). Taxi and shuttle bus trips would continue to represent about half of all the trips, while transit trips would increase to 23 percent. The modal split allocation for each major origin/destination was estimated by using the SF Guidelines data for visitor trips to SD 3 as a guide and proportionally shifting walk trips from SD 1, SD 2 and SD 4 to transit trips and shifting walk trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco to auto trips; no adjustments were made for walk trips within SD 3. 


The estimation of the mode of travel assumptions for the basketball game attendees and the configuration of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan presented in Section 5.2.5.2, Project Transportation Improvements Assumptions, were developed concurrently. On one side, the modal splits for basketball game attendee trips were derived from similar data obtained from surveys conducted in 2012 by the SF Giants.[footnoteRef:37] The transit utilization for an event at the project site was assumed to be lower than for a baseball game given that transit access to the project site is more limited than at AT&T Park. Similarly, given that the project site is located further away from downtown and the Market Street corridor (approximately 0.6 additional miles to the south of AT&T Park), the component of event attendees either walking to the event center or taking transit to downtown and then walking to the project site would also be lower than at AT&T Park. In addition, the area surrounding the proposed project would be expected to have larger parking availability concentrated in a relatively small number of large easy to locate facilities, making it more appealing to drive to the proposed event center than to AT&T Park. [37: 	The overall modal split to a SF Giants game on a weekday was 38 percent auto, 45 percent transit, and 17 percent by other means of travel, including walking. The overall modal split to a weekend game was 45 percent auto, 40 percent transit, and 15 percent by other means of travel, including walking.] 



[bookmark: _GoBack]The number of attendees taking transit to and from the event center was also compared against the transit service that could reasonably be provided by Muni prior to and following the largest event that could be accommodated at the proposed event center. The T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route are the only existing permanent Muni routes providing close transit access to the project site. The operation of the T Third is constrained by the length of the station platforms along the line, both above and within the subway, which are designed to accommodate trains that are no longer than two cars. In addition, the number of trains that can be accommodated on the subway where they have to be turned around at the end of the line also limits the maximum frequency of the T Third service that can be offered. Similarly, the frequency of operation of the 22 Fillmore line is constrained by the maximum number of trolley buses that can be operated on a given segment of the line, traffic congestion along other portions of the line, and the need to provide reasonable minimum headways to avoid bunching of transit vehicles. 


Given these limitations, a supplemental system of transit shuttles was developed (i.e., the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan) that would operate during the evening period immediately prior to events and after events, that would provide additional transit options for attendees. A system of three event-oriented shuttle bus line was developed by SFMTA to provide attendees with additional transit access along 16th Street (supplementing the 22 Fillmore), and to/from the Van Ness corridor and the Transbay/Ferry Building area (supplementing the T Third). The sizing of these three supplemental Muni shuttle bus services considered, in addition to the potential event transit ridership, the need to provide reasonable accommodation adjacent to the site for buses to pick up passengers, the estimated travel time from the site to its destination, and the possibility of some buses to turnaround at the end of their trip and return to the event center.


As a result of this balancing of potential basketball game attendee transit demand with Muni’s transit capacity, the estimated modes of travel assumptions were developed, in consultation with SFMTA. The overall auto share for a basketball game at the project site was estimated to be 54 percent (weekdays) and 60 percent (weekends), which is about 15 percentage points higher than at AT&T Park (38 and 45 percent, respectively), but 3 to 10 percentage points lower than a similar average for the proposed project location (64 percent for retail and 57 percent for other uses for proposed developments within SD 3) per information within the SF Guidelines. Similarly, the overall transit mode share was estimated to be about 35 percent, compared to 45 percent (weekdays) and 40 percent (weekends) at AT&T Park, and 19 percent (retail uses) to 22 percent (other uses) for projects within SD 3. Thus, the overall transit mode share of 35 percent reflects the anticipated additional transit service to the event center during large events, as well as the strategies in the proposed project’s TMP related to TDM measures to encourage non-auto modes. The resulting weekday and Saturday basketball game attendee transit demand was then assigned to the various Muni lines depending on their origins and destinations so that the initial Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could be refined by SFMTA. The resulting plan was the assumed to be part of the proposed project. Mode split assumptions and travel demand estimates for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan are included at the end of this section.


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, and restaurant uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center were developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 were used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends. When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses, the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball would range between 1.5 and 3.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour. It should be noted that the trips made by rideshare, such as taxis, shuttle buses, Uber and similar other smart phone application-based transportation services, were included in the vehicle trips as two vehicle trips during the analysis hour (i.e., one inbound and one outbound trip).


Table 5.2-24 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday p.m. peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination is also presented in Table 5.2-25, while the number of transit trips is presented in Table 5.2-26.


No Event Scenario. On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,344 person trips by automobile (48 percent), 881 person trips by transit (32 percent), and 570 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the p.m. peak hour. On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,707 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 673 person trips by transit (22 percent), and 750 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 


During the weekday p.m. peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 702 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (785 vehicle trips) would be higher but comparable to those occurring during the weekday p.m. peak hour (702 vehicle trips). The number of vehicle trips would be higher because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal on a Saturday, and the reduction in office trip generation (with a higher transit than auto mode split) would be offset by a greater trip generation for the retail and restaurant uses (with a higher auto than transit mode split) on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Basketball Game Scenario. The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


· The overall project would generate 1,645 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 1,625 person trips by transit (42 percent), and 590 person trips by other modes (15 percent) during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


· The overall project would generate 6,546 person trips by automobile (53 percent), 4,371 person trips by transit (36 percent), and 1,368 person trips by other modes (11 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour. 


· The overall project would generate 7,280 person trips by automobile (55 percent), 4,680 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 1,258 person trips by other modes (10 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 
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Table 5.2-24
Proposed project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Perioda


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			6


			14


			3


			22


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			357


			84


			135


			576


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			185


			44


			70


			300





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			376


			167


			168


			710





			Sit-down Restaurante


			514


			201


			230


			946


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			--


			1,139


			446


			509


			2,093





			Total person trips w/out event


			1,344


			881


			570


			2,796


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			1,707


			673


			750


			3,130





			


			48%


			32%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			55%


			22%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			731


			872


			200


			1,803


			6,340


			4,121


			1,280


			11,742


			7,126


			4,527


			1,191


			12,845


			7,045


			4,110


			587


			11,742





			Convention Evente


			633


			772


			1,708


			3,113


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			1,645


			1,625


			590


			3,859


			6,546


			4,371


			1,368


			12,285


			7,280


			4,680


			1,258


			13,218


			7,261


			4,310


			681


			12,2526





			


			


			43%


			42%


			15%


			100%


			53%


			36%


			11%


			100%


			55%


			35%


			10%


			100%


			59%


			35%


			6%


			100%





			


			Convention Event 


			1,547


			1,524


			2,098


			5,169


			N.A.c


			N.A.c


			N.A.c





			


			


			30%


			29%


			41%


			100%


			


			


			





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-25
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Late Evening 
Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			46


			58


			161


			266


			217


			66


			191





			Superdistrict 2


			101


			93


			87


			128


			106


			141


			103





			Superdistrict 3


			236


			193


			165


			162


			136


			266


			143





			Superdistrict 4


			52


			63


			54


			161


			133


			59


			120





			East Bay


			70


			146


			93


			787


			898


			74


			831





			North Bay


			19


			46


			51


			286


			446


			10


			422





			South Bay


			148


			261


			245


			907


			1,024


			129


			938





			Out of Region


			30


			27


			62


			55


			59


			40


			66





			Total Vehicles


			702


			886


			919


			2,752


			3,018


			785


			2,815





			Inbound


			255


			524


			256


			2,553


			134


			367


			2,687





			Outbound


			447


			362


			663


			198


			2,883


			418


			128





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.












Table 5.2-26
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Perioda,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			88


			177


			467


			834


			681


			82


			698





			Superdistrict 2


			93


			149


			99


			184


			157


			72


			151





			Superdistrict 3


			261


			311


			228


			188


			167


			290


			163





			Superdistrict 4


			61


			104


			81


			125


			107


			43


			94





			East Bay


			237


			535


			387


			1,663


			1,898


			124


			1,698





			North Bay


			18


			55


			19


			295


			460


			5


			399





			South Bay


			94


			236


			139


			855


			967


			34


			854





			Out of Region


			30


			57


			104


			227


			244


			23


			253





			Total Transit Trips


			881


			1,625


			1,524


			4,371


			4,680


			673


			4,310





			Inbound


			157


			944


			212


			4,138


			0


			261


			4,134





			Outbound


			724


			681


			1,312


			232


			4,680


			413


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 886 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,752 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 3,018 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the p.m. peak hour because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrated within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 7,261 person trips by automobile (59 percent), 4,310 person trips by transit (35 percent), and 681 person trips by other modes (6 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (59 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 53 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.


On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,815 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 5.2-25, there would be a somewhat greater vehicle trip generation for a Saturday basketball game (2,815 vehicle trips) than for a weekday basketball game (2,752 vehicle trips) as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). In addition, retail, and restaurant uses would generate more vehicle trips on a Saturday than on a weekday.


Convention Event Scenario. On a weekday with a convention event, during the p.m. peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (30 percent for a convention event compared to 43 percent for a basketball game), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by transit, taxi, TNC or convention shuttle bus service. Approximately 2 percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.


On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 919 vehicle trips during the p.m. peak hour, slightly more than those generated by a basketball game during the same period (886 vehicle trips). Although a convention event would generate fewer weekday p.m. peak hour private vehicles trips than a basketball game, the addition of vehicle trips made by taxis and shuttle buses, (which are counted twice - once arriving and once departing the event center) would result in more trips being generated by convention events.






Vehicle Assignment


The trip distribution presented in Table 5.2-25 was used as the basis for assigning project generated vehicle trips to the local streets in the study area during the analysis periods. Figure 5.2-14A and Figure 5.2-14B graphically depict the assignment paths for the vehicles accessing and departing the project site, respectively, for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios for the weekday p.m. peak hour, Figure 5.2-14C and Figure 5.2-14D present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively, for the No Event scenario for the Saturday evening peak hour, while Figure 5.2-14E and Figure 5.2-14F present the inbound and outbound paths, respectively for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday and Saturday peak hours for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. For the analysis of No Event and Convention Event scenarios, vehicles were assumed to arrive at or depart from the proposed project garage or the 450 South Street garage. For the analysis of the Basketball Game scenario, vehicles were assumed to arrive/depart from the proposed project garage as well as other public parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site, such as Lot A, or various UCSF garages in the Mission Bay Area. Lot A (on Mission Rock Street) and other SF Giants-managed parking facilities such as Pier 48 and Lot C were assumed to be unavailable to basketball game attendees when evaluating overlapping baseball-basketball game conditions. Thus, for purposes of this analysis, all off-street parking facilities that are open to the paying public were assumed to be available for patrons of the event center in order to analyze the most conservative distribution of arriving vehicles. 


[bookmark: _Toc412731499]As discussed below in Section 5.2.5.4, parking facilities in the study area would be expected to be full during overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening games. In those instances, drivers would have to park farther away, most likely outside of the study area, and then walk the rest of the way to the event center; as a result, they would not drive through many of the study intersections in the project vicinity. However, for a more conservative traffic impact analysis, it has been assumed that in those instances when parking facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project would be full, vehicles would still arrive at the vicinity of the project site.


Freight Delivery and Service Vehicle Demand


The SF Guidelines methodology for estimating commercial vehicle and freight loading demand was used to calculate the daily truck/service vehicle trips and the average hour and peak hour loading space demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses. Daily truck trips generated per 1,000 square feet were calculated based on the rates contained within the SF Guidelines, then converted to hourly demand based on a 9-hour day and a 25-minute average stay. Average hour loading space demand was converted to a peak hour demand by applying a peaking factor, as specified in the SF Guidelines. For the event center, information from the project sponsor on the loading activity for the Golden State Warriors at the Oracle Arena in Oakland, and event loading activity at the Toyota Center in Houston, Texas and at the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York was used to estimate the event center loading demand. 






Insert Figure 5.2-14A	Project Vehicle Trip Patterns to Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event






[bookmark: _Toc412731500]Insert Figure 5.2-14B - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound - Weekday PM Peak Hour – No Event/Convention Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14C - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14D - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Saturday Evening Peak Hour – No Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14E - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Inbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Insert Figure 5.2-14F - Project Vehicle Trip Patterns from Major Parking Facilities-Outbound – Weekday/Saturday Evening Peak Hours – Basketball Game without a SF Giants Evening Event









Table 5.2-27 presents the number of trucks generated on a daily basis, and the demand for loading dock spaces during the average hour and peak hour of loading activity. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate about 360 delivery and service vehicle trips per day, which corresponds to a demand for 17 loading spaces during the average hour of loading activity and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour of loading activity. In addition, as indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a demand of up to 30 delivery and service vehicle trips on the day prior to an event. Non-Golden State Warriors events would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips associated with show components (e.g., stage, sound equipment and controls, video equipment and controls, and props), as well as food and beverage trucks, than basketball games. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the event center would generate a loading space demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activity. The loading space demand for seven loading spaces takes into consideration that the loading demand would occur over a shorter period (i.e., over a period of about four hours, rather than 9-hour period for the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and some loading spaces would be occupied for one or more days (e.g., TV crew trucks).


Table 5.2-27
Proposed Project Delivery/Service Vehicle Trips and Loading Space Demand


			Land Use


			GSF


			Daily Trucks/ 
Service Vehicle
Trip Generation


			Loading Space Demand





			


			


			


			Average Hour
Loading Spaces


			Peak Hour
Loading Spaces





			Event Centera


			750,000


			30


			7


			7





			Office


			605,000


			127


			6


			7





			Retail


			62,500


			14


			1


			1





			Restaurant 


			62,500


			225


			10


			13





			Total


			396


			24


			28





			NOTE:


a	Represents maximum loading demand associated with non-Golden State Warriors events, which would be higher than Golden State Warriors events (see text for explanation).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Vehicle Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:38] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors). Peak parking demand was estimated for the midday period (1:00 to 3:00 p.m.) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7:00 to 9:00 p.m.) period when parking demand is greater for the evening events and restaurant uses. Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, and restaurant uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses.[footnoteRef:39] [38: 	Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.]  [39: 	A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day.] 



Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game and convention event were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games on weekdays and Saturdays, and 1.5 vehicles per space per day for convention events). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event. Table 5.2-28 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. 


Table 5.2-28
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Perioda


			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Period


			Late Evening Period


			Midday 
Period


			Late Evening Period 





			


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			22


			2


			22


			2





			Office


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			222


			211


			254


			193





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			138


			178


			165


			214





			Total spaces w/out event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			With Event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			137


			3,885


			143


			4,222





			Convention Event


			971


			284


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			Office 


			613


			54


			82


			0





			Retail


			164


			155


			185


			141





			Quick Service Restaurant


			54


			44


			66


			53





			Sit-down Restaurant


			104


			132


			122


			157





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game 


			1,072


			4,270


			598


			4,573





			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			N.A.b


			N.A.b





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








No Event. On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,049 spaces during weekday midday period and 489 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (589 spaces during the midday and 462 spaces during the late evening period) would be lower because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less on a Saturday than on a weekday, particularly at midday, and the reduction in the office parking demand would not be offset by the higher Saturday parking demand associated with the retail and restaurant uses.


With Event. On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,906 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 4,270 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 


On a Saturday with a basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 p.m. and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event (i.e., 598 spaces with an event, as compared to the parking demand for 589 spaces without an event). The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,573 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays (4,270 spaces) due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. As discussed above, concerts are anticipated to have a similar travel mode characteristics as a basketball game, and therefore, parking demand for sell-out event concerts would be similar to a basketball game. 


Travel Demand for Conditions without Implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


The project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan described above as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA before, during, and immediately after large events at the project site. The transportation impact analysis assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. However, in the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. In order to determine the impact of not providing additional transit service during large events, the travel demand estimates were recalculated for conditions assuming the existing and planned (i.e., Central Subway) transit serving the project site.


Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the travel demand and subsequent analysis of conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was conducted only for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis.


The travel mode for attendees for conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario was estimated from information in the SF Guidelines for SD 3, similar as described above for non-event related project land uses, with some adjustments to account for availability of transit service. With these adjustments for no additional transit service specifically for the game or concert, the mode split for attendees was estimated to be 70 percent auto, 20 percent transit, and 10 percent walk/other (as compared to 54 percent auto, 35 percent transit, and 11 percent walk/other for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan). This shift in the mode choice for attendees reflects the conservative assumption that the SFMTA would not provide any additional transit service during a large event, though it is anticipated that the SFMTA would provide some additional transit service, as they currently do for large events throughout San Francisco.


Table 5.2-29 presents the trip generation by mode, by land use, and time period for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. Table 5.230 presents the vehicle trips by origin and destination, while Table 5.2-31 presents the transit trips by origin destination. Table 5.2-32 presents a summary comparison for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The complete set of travel demand calculations are included in Appendix TR.


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. The number of pedestrian/other trips would remain similar for conditions with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Because more attendees would be driving to the event center, the parking demand would also increase over conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand would be greatest. Table 5.2-32 also presents the parking demand comparison. During the late evening the parking demand would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


These travel demand estimates were used in the assessment of transportation impacts of conditions without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, as presented in Section 5.2.5.5, Impact TR-18 to Impact TR-24.
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Table 5.2-29
Proposed Project Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period for 
basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana


			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour


			Late Evening Peak Hour


			Evening Peak Hour





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Otherb


			Total





			Basketball Game


			810


			737


			256


			1,803


			7,374


			2,360


			2,008


			11,742


			8,304


			2,649


			1,892


			12,845


			8,219


			2,348


			1,174


			11,742





			Office


			298


			506


			127


			931


			50


			115


			21


			186


			13


			29


			5


			47


			7


			17


			3


			27





			Retaile


			182


			52


			69


			304


			26


			19


			10


			56


			12


			9


			5


			26


			18


			13


			7


			39





			Quick Service Restaurante


			170


			75


			76


			321


			50


			45


			22


			118


			50


			45


			22


			118


			74


			66


			33


			174





			Sit-down Restaurante


			265


			118


			118


			501


			79


			70


			35


			184


			79


			70


			35


			184


			116


			104


			51


			271





			


			Total person trips w/ event


			1,724


			1,489


			646


			3,859


			7,579


			2,609


			2,096


			12,285


			8,458


			2,802


			1,959


			13,218


			8,435


			2,548


			1,268


			12,252





			


			


			45%


			39%


			17%


			100%


			62%


			21%


			17%


			100%


			64%


			21%


			15%


			100%


			69%


			21%


			10%


			100%





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding.


b	“Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, TNCs, etc.


c	Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


d	Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


e	Includes linked trip reductions.


SOURCE: Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.
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Table 5.2-30
Proposed Project Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			68


			403


			327


			302





			Superdistrict 2


			95


			160


			132


			128





			Superdistrict 3


			195


			182


			152


			158





			Superdistrict 4


			65


			189


			155


			141





			East Bay


			166


			1,050


			1,198


			1,104





			North Bay


			49


			333


			519


			488





			South Bay


			275


			1,077


			1,216


			1,109





			Out of Region


			27


			56


			60


			82





			Total Vehicles


			940


			3,449


			3,760


			3,512





			Inbound


			566


			3,094


			287


			3,253





			Outbound


			374


			355


			3,473


			259





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, vehicle trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.











Table 5.2-31
Proposed Project Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period for basketball game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plana,b


			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour 


			Late Evening Peak Hour 


			Evening Peak Hour





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			151


			498


			409


			415





			Superdistrict 2


			143


			110


			97


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			306


			124


			115


			107





			Superdistrict 4


			100


			73


			65


			55





			East Bay


			487


			1,042


			1,188


			1,038





			North Bay


			46


			170


			263


			223





			South Bay


			207


			482


			545


			469





			Out of Region


			48


			112


			121


			154





			Total Transit Trips


			1,489


			2,609


			2,802


			2,548





			Inbound


			808


			2,377


			0


			2,372





			Outbound


			681


			232


			2,802


			176





			NOTES:


a	Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


b	For all analysis scenarios, the transit trips include the proposed office, retail, and restaurant uses, as well as an event or no event at the event center, depending on the analysis scenario (i.e., No Event, Basketball Game, Convention Event).


SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.








5. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures








OCII Case No. XXXXXX	117	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-104	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-105	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


Table 5.2-32
Comparison of Proposed Project Vehicle Trips, transit trips, and Parking Demand for basketball game scenario with and without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Trips and Parking Demand by Time Period


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			Difference





			Weekday PM


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			886


			940


			54





			Transit Trips


			1,625


			1,489


			-136





			Weekday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,752


			3,449


			697





			Transit Trips


			4,371


			2,609


			-1,762





			Weekday Late Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			3,018


			3,760


			742





			Transit Trips


			4,680


			2,802


			-1,878





			Saturday Evening


			


			


			





			Vehicle Trips


			2,815


			3,512


			687





			Transit Trips


			4,310


			2,548


			-1,762





			Parking Demand


			


			


			





			Weekday Late Evening


			4,270


			4,876


			606





			Saturday Late Evening


			4,573


			5,242


			669








SOURCE:	Technical Memorandum - Travel, Parking and Loading Demand Estimates for the Proposed Event Center & Mixed-Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32, March 2015. See Appendix TR.





4.	Development of 2040 Cumulative Traffic and Transit Forecasts Methodology


Foreseeable Nearby Development Projects


In addition to full build-out of the Mission Bay South area and associated roadway infrastructure improvements, other reasonably foreseeable development projects that were considered in the cumulative transportation analysis include the following, which are described in Section 5.1.5.


· University of California at San Francisco (UCSF), 2014 Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), Mission Bay Campus 


· Eastern Neighborhoods Program 


· Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project) 


· Pier 70 Mixed-Use Development


Cumulative Transportation Network Changes


The following transportation network changes, some of which were originally identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, are incorporated into the cumulative analysis:


Improvements identified in Mission Bay FSEIR


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.19b. Restripe the I-280 off-ramp touchdown and narrow the median on the south side of King Street for a distance of about 300 feet beginning at the intersection with Fifth Street, to increase the number of eastbound lanes from the existing two to three.


· FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.27. Reroute the Muni 22-Fillmore trolleybus line to travel on 16th Street to Third Street, and then north on Third Street to The Common. If not already accomplished, install trolleybus wire support poles and/or eyebolts on buildings along the new route, and complete North Common Street and South Common Street east of Third Street. Prohibit parking on North Common and South Common Streets at trolleybus stops. 


Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase of the Third Street light rail line (i.e., T Third), which opened in 2007. Construction is currently underway, and the Central Subway will extend the T Third line northward from its current terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a surface station south of Bryant Street and go underground at a portal under U.S. 101. From there it will continue north to stations at Moscone Center, Union Square—where it will provide passenger connections to the Muni/BART Powell station — and in Chinatown, where the line will terminate on Stockton Street at Clay Street. Construction of the Central Subway is scheduled to be completed in 2017, and revenue service is scheduled for 2019.


Central SoMa Plan. The San Francisco Planning Department is in the process of developing an integrated community vision for the southern portion of the Central Subway rail corridor. This area is located generally between Townsend and Market Streets along Fourth Street, between Second and Sixth Streets. The plan’s goal is to integrate transportation and land uses by implementing changes to the allowed land uses and building heights. The plan also includes a strategy for improving the pedestrian experience in this area. These changes will be based on a synthesis of community input, past and current land use efforts, and analysis of long-range regional, citywide, and neighborhood needs. This project is currently under environmental review.


The Central SoMa Plan includes two different options for the couplet of Howard and Folsom Streets. Howard Street would be modified between 11th and Third Streets, while Folsom Street would be modified between 11th Street and The Embarcadero. Under the Howard/Folsom Oneway Option, both streets would retain a one-way configuration (except Folsom Street east of Second Street which would retain its existing two-way operation). Under the Howard/Folsom Two-way Option, both streets would be converted into two-way operation, and some modifications to Harrison Street would also occur. The 2040 Cumulative conditions assume implementation of the Howard/Folsom One-way Option.


Muni Forward. As indicated in Section 5.2.3.2, Muni Forward anticipates service changes to routes in the vicinity of the proposed project. Year 2040 Cumulative analysis assumes changes to the capacity as identified by route changes and headway changes indicated within Muni Forward. 


Cumulative Traffic, Transit and Pedestrian Demand


Future 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The SF-CHAMP model is an activity-based travel demand model that has been validated to represent future transportation conditions in San Francisco and is updated regularly. The model predicts person travel for a full day based on assumptions of growth in population, housing units, and employment. Future year 2040 intersection turning movement volumes were developed by applying growth factors calculated from traffic volume growth between existing and 2040 conditions, obtained from the SF-CHAMP model to actual traffic volumes collected in the field. The 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes take into account cumulative development projects in the project vicinity, such as the build-out of the Mission Bay Area, completion of the UCSF Research Campus and the UCSF Medical Center, the Mission Rock Project at Seawall Lot 337, Pier 70, etc., as well as the additional vehicle trips generated by the proposed project.


The 2040 Cumulative transit analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with Muni Forward, the Central Subway Project (which is scheduled to open in 2019), the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, the extension of Caltrain to the new Transbay Transit Center, and expanded Water Emergency Transportation Authority (WETA) ferry service. The 2040 Cumulative Muni routes and screenline analysis was developed by the SFMTA based on the SF-CHAMP model analysis conducted as part of the ongoing Central SoMa Plan EIR. 


Future 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model, using model output that represents Existing conditions and model output for 2040 Cumulative conditions. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian volumes include the additional pedestrian trips generated by the growth associated with the proposed project.


Since the SF-CHAMP model is a weekday travel demand model, future year Saturday evening peak hour conditions were estimated based on the net growth developed for the weekday p.m. condition. This approach was consistent with the methodology used on previous analyses of weekend conditions in San Francisco and provided conservative results, since in addition to the expected growth of visitor-oriented uses such as retail and restaurant, it included additional growth from standard uses, such as office, that would not generate as many trips on a weekend as they would on a weekday.


Impact Evaluation


Project Impacts: Construction


Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in construction-related ground transportation impacts because of their temporary and limited duration. (Less than Significant)


The construction impact assessment is based on currently available information from the project sponsor, as described in Chapter 3, Project Description, and professional knowledge of typical construction practices citywide. Prior to construction, as part of the construction application 



phase, the project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would be required to meet with San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) and SFMTA staff to develop and review truck routing plans for disposal of excavated materials, materials delivery and storage, as well as staging for construction vehicles. The construction contractor would be required to meet the City of San Francisco’s Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets, the Blue Book, including those regarding sidewalk and lane closures, and would meet with SFMTA staff to determine if any special traffic permits would be required.[footnoteRef:40] Prior to construction, the project contractor would coordinate with Muni’s Street Operations and Special Events Office to coordinate construction activities and reduce any impacts to transit operations. In addition to the regulations in the Blue Book, the contractor would be responsible for complying with all City, State and federal codes, rules and regulations. [40: 	The SFMTA Blue Book, 7th Edition, is available online through SFMTA (www.sfmta.com)] 



Construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015, and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, but not be limited to: site demolition, clearing and excavation; dewatering; pile installation and foundation construction; construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers and plazas; installation of associated utilities; interior finishing; and exterior hardscaping and landscaping improvements. 


The majority of the construction is proposed to occur Monday through Friday, although some construction activities would occur on nights and weekends. A typical work day shift would be between 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., and a typical second shift (i.e., for below-grade and interior work within buildings) would be between 4:00 p.m. and 12:30 a.m. There would also be the potential for overnight deliveries of materials and/or equipment. All construction activities are proposed to be conducted within allowable construction requirements permitted by City code. The project would also be subject to the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy, which limits extreme noise-generating activities in Mission Bay to Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.[footnoteRef:41]  [41: 	The Mission Bay Good Neighbor Policy specifies that pile driving or other extreme noise-generating activity shall be limited to 8:00 am to 5:00 pm, Monday through Friday. ] 



Table 3-5 in Chapter 3 summarizes major construction tasks, and presents a preliminary construction schedule. Table 5.2-33 presents a summary of the major construction phases and duration, as well as the average and peak hour number of construction trucks and workers by phase. Construction duration of the event center is anticipated to be about 24 months, and about 18 months each for the north and south office towers, and about 10 months for the parking garage and podium. Because construction of each of these project components would overlap, construction activities would be expected to concentrated and intensive for the entire 26-month construction period.






Table 5.2-33
Summary of Construction phases and duration and 
daily construction trucks and workers by phase


			Construction Work


			Duration (months)


			Daily Construction Trucks


			Daily Construction Workers





			


			


			Peak


			Average


			Peak


			Average





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Demolition


			1


			10


			8


			12


			10





			Excavation and Shoring


			3


			125


			75


			30


			25





			Event Center


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			125


			100





			Base Building


			16


			30


			25


			250


			200





			Exterior Finishing


			10


			30


			25


			75


			50





			Interior Finishing 


			18.5


			40


			30


			300


			150





			Garage / Podium


			


			


			


			


			





			Foundation and Below-Grade Construction


			6


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Base Building


			9


			25


			20


			75


			50





			Northwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Southwest Tower


			


			


			


			


			





			Base Building


			8


			20


			15


			60


			40





			Exterior Finishing


			5


			5


			2


			15


			10





			Interior Finishing 


			12


			15


			10


			150


			100





			Entire Site


			


			


			


			


			





			Street Improvements


			5


			12


			10


			50


			40








SOURCE: Mortenson Clark Joint Venture, 2014








The proposed construction staging area for the majority of the project construction would take place between the existing alignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and the west face of the proposed event center. This staging area would be used until such time the planned realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard occurs. Any deliveries of materials that could not be accommodated within the above-described staging area would be staged on Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Piers 48 and 50. All construction equipment is proposed to be staged on-site. Refer to Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations for the discussion of construction-related impacts related to temporary effects of construction tower cranes on the UCSF emergency helicopter operations.


During construction, the southern-most eastbound lane on South Street adjacent to the project site; and the westbound curb lane on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets adjacent to the project site would be temporarily closed. On South Street one eastbound and two westbound travel lanes would be maintained for local circulation throughout the construction period. 


It is also anticipated that the sidewalk on Third Street adjacent to the project site between 16th and South Streets would be temporarily closed during the building steel erection phase in this area, and pedestrians between 16th and South Streets would be directed to use the west side of Third Street for north/south travel. Existing pedestrian volumes on the east side of Third Street between South and 16th Streets are low, less than 60 pedestrians per hour on days without a SF Giants game and less than 50 pedestrians per hour on days with a SF Giants evening game. Pedestrian volumes on the west side of Third Street between 16th and South Streets are slightly higher (about 100 pedestrians per hour on days without and with a SF Giants evening game), and therefore, the sidewalk would be able to accommodate the additional pedestrians during the temporary sidewalk closures. Sidewalks on South Street, 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the project site are currently not provided, and sidewalks would be constructed as part of the project.


Construction activities on the project site would not affect access to the existing portion of the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline east of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. However, it should be noted that the realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard and expansion and improvements at the Bayfront Park would overlap with a portion of construction on the project site. The Mission Bay master developer will be constructing the Bayfront Park. 


Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be the primary vehicular ingress/egress to/from the project site during construction. Third Street, Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard are the primary streets in the immediate project vicinity that are proposed to be used to connect to routes leading to/from I-280, I-80 and U.S. 101 during construction. 


During the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of the site. Truck access driveways at the project site would be from multiple locations on South Street (three driveways), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (two driveways), and 16th Street (two driveways). The location of the midblock driveway on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way would shift as construction proceeds (i.e., the driveway would be closer to Third Street for the first three months of construction, and closer to Bridgeview Way for the remainder of the construction period). The number of driveways that would be in use at any one time would depend on the construction phase. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the capacities of streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect both traffic and Muni operations. 


Access from I-280 northbound would be via the I-280 off-ramp at the intersection of Mariposa/ Owens, continuing on Mariposa Street to Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, then to 16th Street or South Street, or from the off-ramp continuing on the new Owens Street segment to 16th Street. Alternately, trucks would exit I-280 northbound at the Cesar Chavez Street, and continue north on Third Street to 16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and South Street. 


Access to I-280 southbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, to the new Owens Street segment and onto the on-ramp, or Third Street to Mariposa Street to the I-280 onramp at Owens Street. Alternately, trucks could access the I-280 southbound via South Street, Third Street, 25th Street, to the on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street. Access from I-80 westbound would be via the Eighth Street off-ramp at Harrison Street, continuing on Eighth Street, Bryant Street, and Seventh Street to 16th Street. Access to I-80 eastbound would be via South Street, Third Street, 16th Street, Seventh Street, Bryant Street to the on-ramp at Fifth Street. Truck access routes would be reviewed with the SFMTA as part of the permit process prior to construction.


The proposed project also includes extension of the existing northbound Muni light rail platform and associated track work within the median of Third Street north and south of South Street. The extension of the light rail platform would occur over a 14-month period, although construction activities would not be continuous for the entire period. Construction of the track crossovers would occur over a three-day period. Construction activities would require temporary travel lane closure of one of the two northbound lanes on Third Street, depending on the phase of construction activity. On Third Street, the temporary lane closures would reduce the roadway capacity and require all vehicles to use the remaining lane. Temporary lane closures would result in additional vehicle delay, and some drivers might shift to Terry A. Francois Boulevard to access their destinations. Construction activities that involve track work or staging within the track area would require motor coach substitution. To the extent feasible, this work would be scheduled on weekends when impacts on light rail service would be less than during the weekdays.


As presented in Table 5.2-33, during peak overlapping construction periods, there would be between 330 and 705 construction workers at the project site. The trip distribution and mode split of construction workers are not known. In San Francisco, some construction workers use transit or carpool to a site, particularly when located downtown, to reduce traffic and parking problems during construction. However, it is anticipated that the addition of the worker-related vehicle- or transit-trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or less than, those associated with the proposed project and would be temporary in nature. Construction workers who drive to the site would cause a temporary parking demand. Nearby parking facilities, such as Lot A, currently have availability during the day, and it is anticipated that construction worker parking demand could be accommodated without substantially affecting areawide parking conditions.


It is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. Detailed construction schedules for these projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the project construction period. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. The UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. In addition, the Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. Impact C-TR-1 presents the cumulative construction-related transportation impact analysis.


The construction activities associated with overlapping projects would affect traffic operations in the nearby vicinity, however, it is not anticipated that construction activities would substantially affect pedestrian movements. It is anticipated that the construction manager for each project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of the overlap in construction activity. See Impact C-TR-1 for discussion on cumulative construction-related construction impacts.


Overall, because construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, construction-related ground transportation impacts of the proposed project would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s construction-related transportation impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to construction activities.


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


Construction Coordination – To reduce potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and vehicles at the project site, the project sponsor shall require that the contractor prepare a Construction Management Plan for the project construction period. The preparation of a Construction Management Plan could be a requirement included in the construction bid package. Prior to finalizing the Plan, the project sponsor/construction contractor(s) shall meet with DPW, SFMTA, the Fire Department, Muni Operations and other City agencies to coordinate feasible measures to include in the Construction Management Plan to reduce traffic congestion, including temporary transit stop relocations and other measures to reduce potential traffic, bicycle, and transit disruption and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the proposed project. This review should consider other ongoing construction in the project area, such as construction of the nearby UCSF LRDP projects and construction on Blocks 26 and 27.


Carpool, Bicycle, Walk and Transit Access for Construction Workers – To minimize parking demand and vehicle trips associated with construction workers, the construction contractor could include as part of the Construction Management Plan methods to encourage carpooling, bicycle, walk and transit access to the project site by construction workers (such as providing transit subsidies to construction workers, providing secure bicycle parking spaces, participating in free-to-employee ride matching program from www.511.org, participating in emergency ride home program through the City of San Francisco (www.sferh.org), and providing transit information to construction workers. 


Construction Worker Parking Plan – As part of the Construction Management Plan that would be developed by the construction contractor, the location of construction worker parking could be identified as well as the person responsible for ensuring that the proposed parking plan is implemented. The use of on-street parking to accommodate construction worker parking could be discouraged. All construction bid documents could include a requirement for the construction contractor to identify the proposed location of construction worker parking. If on-site, the location, number of parking spaces, and where vehicles would enter and exit the site could be required. If off-site parking is proposed to accommodate construction workers, the location of the off-site facility, number of parking spaces retained, and how workers would travel between off-site facility and project site could be required.


Project Construction Updates for Adjacent Businesses and Residents – To minimize construction impacts on access to nearby institutions and businesses, the project sponsor could provide nearby residences and adjacent businesses with regularly-updated information regarding project construction, including construction activities, peak construction vehicle activities (e.g., concrete pours), travel lane closures, and parking lane and sidewalk closures. A regular email notice could be distributed by the project sponsor that would provide current construction information of interest to neighbors, as well as contact information for specific construction inquiries or concerns.


Comparison of Impact TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts. 


_________________________


Project Impacts: Operations


Conditions Without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-2: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Impact TR-2 presents the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. As described in Section 5.2.5.3, each project scenario was evaluated for the particular time period(s) during which the specific conditions would occur. Table 5.2-34, Figure 5.2-15 and Figure 5.2-16 present the weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-35 and Figure 5.2-17 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-36 and Figure 5.2-18 present the Saturday evening peak hour conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. 


[bookmark: _No_Event]table 5.2-34
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			73.2


			E


			72.3


			E


			72.7


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			51.9


			D


			52.5


			D


			60.0


			E


			60.2


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			48.4


			D


			48.5


			D


			48.5


			D


			49.8


			D





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			38.0


			D


			38.3


			D


			44.3


			D


			46.0


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			11.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			23.1


			C


			30.2


			C


			38.5


			D


			52.3


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.8(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.9


			C


			28.5


			C


			29.3


			C


			27.4


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.2


			B


			17.2


			A


			16.8


			A





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.6(nb)


			B


			12.8 (nb)


			B


			13.0 (nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			29.3


			C


			32.2


			C


			32.9


			C


			33.6


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			21.5


			B


			32.7


			C


			37.9


			D


			28.0


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			35.5


			C


			41.2


			D


			53.4


			D


			44.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			68.6


			E


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			10.6(eb)


			B


			16.1


			B


			17.1


			B


			17.0


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			36.2


			D


			42.5


			D


			39.4


			D


			42.0


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.2


			B


			15.3


			B


			15.3


			B


			14.3


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			26.4


			C


			27.0


			C


			25.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			11.9


			B


			12.9


			B


			13.9


			B


			12.8


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			43.0


			D


			49.7


			D


			47.5


			D


			47.6


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-35
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			58.3


			E


			64.6


			E


			19.0


			B


			23.6


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			47.9


			D


			61.4


			E


			24.1


			C


			22.5


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			57.2


			E


			56.9


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.8


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			>80


			F


			22.1


			C


			22.3


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.2


			C


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			33.1


			C


			>80


			F


			< 10


			A


			37.5


			D





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			72.5


			E


			10.6


			B


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			19.5


			B


			>80


			F


			12.0


			B


			38.8


			D





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			10.3(eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			13.4


			B





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			24.7


			C


			45.1


			D


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			--


			--


			17.7


			B


			--


			--


			16.9


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			<10(nb)


			A


			15.7(nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.8


			C


			34.2


			C


			10.6


			B


			15.7


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			20.6


			C


			37.0


			D


			15.3


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			21.0


			C


			39.0


			D


			12.2


			B


			31.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			60.1


			E


			>80


			F


			15.9


			B


			24.1


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			45.8


			D


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			22.6


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.8


			C


			37.1


			D


			16.2


			B


			23.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			10.8


			B


			13.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.0


			B


			32.5


			C


			15.9


			B


			24.7


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A


			14.3


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.9


			C


			33.9


			C


			21.1


			C


			21.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-36
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSa


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			26.6


			C


			28.4


			C


			29.0


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			22.6


			C


			23.0


			C


			31.8


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			29.2


			C


			29.5


			C


			64.9


			E





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			27.0


			C


			27.6


			C


			32.8


			C





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			78.9


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			13.6


			B


			13.0


			B


			45.7


			D





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			12.4


			B


			12.5


			B


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			10.1


			B


			15.3


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			17.4


			B


			18.2


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetg


			< 10(nb)


			A


			12.3 (eb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			10.7


			B


			13.8


			B


			14.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			14.3


			B


			12.9


			B


			16.2


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			< 10


			A


			13.6


			B


			20.4


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			18.4


			B


			29.3


			C


			40.7


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			< 10(eb)


			A


			15.8


			B


			44.6


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			16.6


			B


			19.4


			B


			21.1


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			16.1


			B


			16.3


			B


			24.8


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			18.4


			B


			17.5


			B


			18.2


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The existing intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015. 


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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No Event Scenario


The No Event scenario would generate 702 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (255 inbound and 477 outbound), and 785 vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (367 inbound and 418 outbound). All project-generated vehicles were assigned to the on-site project garage. Intersection LOS for the No Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34 for the weekday p.m. peak hour, and in Table 5.2-36 for the Saturday evening peak hour. For both weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hour conditions under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would result in a significant impact at the study intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th. With the addition of project-generated vehicle trips, the intersection LOS would worsen from LOS E under existing conditions to LOS F. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the proposed project (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/ I80 eastbound on-ramp). At these three intersections, the proposed project’s vehicle trips were reviewed to determine whether the project’s contribution to the intersection’s overall LOS E or LOS F operating conditions would be considerable. 


The vehicle trips associated with the No Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and the project's traffic impacts at these intersections would not be considered significant. Detailed calculations and percent contributions to critical movements[footnoteRef:42] operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions are included in Appendix TR. [42: 	The critical movement with respect to an intersection analysis, is the movement or lane for a given signal phase (for example, northbound/southbound versus eastbound/westbound) that requires the most green time, and is determined for each phase based on flow ratios calculated using the HCM2000 intersection operations methodology. The movement or lane with the highest flow ratio for each phase is the critical movement. The critical movements are determined in the quantitative calculations conducted for the study intersections, taking into consideration the available geometric conditions (for example, number of lanes), signalization conditions (for example, cycle length, green time), and traffic conditions (for example, traffic volumes, pedestrian flows, heavy vehicle percentages). The critical movements, using the HCM2000 methodology, were identified by the Synchro intersection analysis software/traffic model developed for this analysis. Poorly operating critical movements are those operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions.] 



Convention Event Scenario


The Convention Event scenario would generate 919 new vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour (256 inbound and 663 outbound). Because the on-site garage would not accommodate the daily parking demand associated with a convention event, some vehicles would be expected to park at other public parking facilities, primarily Lot A which would accommodate approximately 50 percent of the overall convention event parking demand. However, because the convention event parking demand during the p.m. peak hour represents about one third of the maximum, and therefore can be accommodated at the project site, all of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles generated by the convention event were assigned to travel to and from the project garage. Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Convention Event scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Convention Event scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E, and at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour and would continue to operate at the same LOS (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp). The Convention Event scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


Basketball Game Scenario


Because the on-site garage would be reserved for attendees with pre-paid parking, and would be limited to 950 parking spaces, a substantial portion of the vehicle trips associated with attendees driving to the event center were assigned to other public parking facilities, taking into account their proximity to the project site and existing parking occupancy. For all analysis peak hours, event-related vehicle trips would travel, in addition to the project site garage, to and from other nearby parking facilities such as the 450 South Street garage and Lot A. Approximately 20 percent of the weekday p.m. peak hour vehicles were assigned to the project garage, about 30 percent were assigned to the 450 South Street garage, which was assumed to remain open to the general public on basketball game days, and 35 percent were assigned to Lot A; the remaining 15 percent were assigned to UCSF parking garages and lots. The analysis of conditions prior to and following a basketball game at the project site assumes implementation of the proposed project’s TMP, which is described in Section 5.2.5.2. Specifically, the TMP specifies that for all events with more than 14,000 attendees, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed in the project vicinity to manage vehicular, transit, bicycle and pedestrian flows (see Figure 5.2-11), including at the intersections of Fourth/Channel, Third/Channel, Third/South, Bridgeview/South, Terry A. Francois/South, Third/16th, Illinois/16th, Terry A. Francois/16th, I-280 northbound ramps/Owens/Mariposa, Fourth/Mariposa, Third/Mariposa, and Illinois/Mariposa. 


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 886 new vehicle trips (524 inbound and 362 outbound). Weekday p.m. peak hour intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-34. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario, the LOS at the intersection of King/Fourth would worsen from LOS D to LOS E conditions, and the LOS at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS E to LOS F, and this would be considered significant traffic impacts. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the weekday evening pre-event conditions. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,752 new vehicle trips (2,553 inbound and 198 outbound). Weekday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips associated with event attendees arriving to the study area parking facilities, average delays at most study intersections would increase from existing conditions. The LOS at the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), Fourth/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and would worsen from LOS E to LOS F conditions at the intersection of Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the three intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., King/Third, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp) and would continue to operate at the same LOS with the project. The Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at these three intersections would not be considered significant.


1. Prior to the end of an event under the Basketball Game scenario, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and Bridgeview Way, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. These temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. As a result of the northbound lane closures, approximately 140 vehicles currently traveling northbound on Third Street and continuing north of 16th Street during the late evening peak hour would be rerouted westbound onto 16th Street (i.e., left turn only at the northbound approach to 16th Street). The 140 northbound vehicles that would be rerouted are based on existing volumes at the intersection, and the number of vehicles that would need to be diverted would likely be lower since drivers would likely avoid the area after an event. Some of the rerouted vehicles would be expected to turn left at Mariposa Street, while others would continue to 16th Street where they would be rerouted. It is not expected that the rerouted vehicles would then travel north via Fourth Street, as it is a one-lane local street, but would instead chose Owens Street, Seventh Street, or other streets to the west to continue north. Southbound traffic flow on Third Street would not be affected by these temporary northbound travel lane closures. Additional details related to the travel lane closure are described in Section 5.2.5.2. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 3,018 new vehicle trips (134 inbound and 2,883 outbound). Weekday late evening (post-event) intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario are presented in Table 5.2-35. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the additional vehicle trips would result in increased delays at study intersections and, the intersection LOS at the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I80 eastbound on-ramp, and Fourth Channel (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions. This would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


1. No travel lane closures are proposed for the Saturday evening pre-event conditions. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 2,815 new vehicle trips (2,687 inbound and 128 outbound). Saturday evening intersection LOS for the Basketball Game scenario is presented in Table 5.2-36. During the Saturday evening peak hour, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel (PCO location), and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (PCO location) would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better.


Other Events


Intersection LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. See Table 5.2-16 for the TMP measures associated with various events at the proposed event center.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at seven study intersections, including:


1. King/Fourth (weekday p.m., weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/Channel (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (weekday evening, weekday late evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th (weekday p.m.)


At the study intersections where project-specific impacts were identified, each intersection was reviewed to determine if mitigation measures could reduce the impact to less-than-significant levels or lessen the severity of the project’s contribution to existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of transit lanes or bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. As noted above, the proposed project includes a TMP for events at the project site, and which would minimize impacts of peak arrivals and departures. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events 


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with events at the project site, the proposed project’s TMP shall be modified to include four additional PCOs that shall be deployed to intersections where the proposed project would result in significant impacts, as conditions warrant during events. These could include the intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts. In addition, the City shall pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies that could be implemented by the City or other public agency (e.g., Caltrans).[footnoteRef:43] These strategies could include the following: [43: 	Letter from SFMTA Director Reiskin that measures identified for City are feasible and would be implemented by SFMTA. This letter, as well as Special Events Transit Service Plan Letter needs to be provided.] 



Strategies to Reduce Traffic Congestion


· The City to work with Caltrans to install changeable message signs upstream of key entry points onto the street network, such as on I-280 northbound.


· The City to provide outreach efforts to surrounding neighborhoods to explore the need/desire for new Residential Parking Permit program areas.


· The project sponsor to offer for pre-purchase substantially all available on-site parking spaces not otherwise committed to office tenants, retail customers or season ticket holders for pre-purchase, and to seek agreements with neighboring private garage operators to pre-sell parking spaces, as well as notify patrons in advance that nearby parking resources are limited and local parking options are expensive.


· The project sponsor to create a smart phone application, or integrate into an existing smart phone application, transportation information that promotes transit first, allows for pre-purchase of parking and designates suggested paths of travel that best avoid congested areas or residential streets such as Bridgeview north of Mission Bay Boulevard and Fourth Street.


· The City and the project sponsor to work to identify off-site parking lot(s) in the vicinity of the event center, if available, where livery vehicles and TNCs could stage prior to the end of an event.


· The project sponsor to provide car-share parking spaces and seek partnerships with car-sharing services.


· Upon permanent implementation of SFpark[footnoteRef:44] and expansion into the Mission Bay area, the project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark active live feed of pricing and available data generated by SFpark meters into their parking management and communications plan for Mission Bay, including into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center. [44: 	The SFMTA and the U.S. Department of Transportation are currently evaluating the data collected as part of the SFpark pilot program (data collection of on-street real-time space availability and rates ended in December 2013). The SFpark program includes sensors to record parking availability, new meters to make it easier to pay, and a data feed to process and distribute information about where parking is available. Examples include the new trial sensors and new meters in a number of neighborhoods in San Francisco. As part of the pilot project, SFpark sensors, installed in parking spaces and in City-owned garages, tracked in real-time where parking is and isn’t available. Sensor data was uploaded wirelessly to the SFpark data feed, which then makes that information available to the public via SFpark.org, street signs, and smart phone applications. In addition, the SFMTA is currently conducting a two-year pilot to test the use of on-street parking spaces as carshare spaces, and it is possible that pilot, and eventually permanent, carshare pods would be installed throughout San Francisco. Permanent operation of the SFpark program and the on-street carshare spaces would undergo its own separate environmental review.] 



· The project sponsor to work to develop partnerships with private parking facilities providing publicly accessible parking within Mission Bay to provide real-time parking availability and pricing. The City to work to include the publicly accessible off-street parking facilities into the permanent implementation of SFpark, and incorporate data into a smart phone application and permanent dynamic message signs. If necessary to support achievement of transit mode shares for the project, the project sponsor shall support future City legislative or other efforts for active interventions to effectively manage and price the parking supply in the project vicinity to reduce traffic congestion.


· The project sponsor to incorporate the SFpark parking management for Mission Bay into the TMP and the Event Center Command Center.


Strategy to Enhance Non-auto Modes


· The project sponsor to provide a promotional incentive (e.g., show Clipper card or bike valet ticket for concession savings, chance to win merchandise or experience, etc.) for public transit use and/or bicycle valet use at the event center.


Strategies to Enhance Transportation Conditions in Mission Bay and Nearby Neighborhoods


· The project sponsor to notify the Mission Bay Ballpark Transportation Coordination Committee (MBBTCC) at least one month prior to the start of any non-GSW event with at least 12,500 expected attendees. If commercially reasonable circumstances prevent such advance notification, the GSW shall notify the MBBTCC within 72 hours of booking.


· The City and the project sponsor to meet to discuss transportation and scheduling logistics in connection with signing any marquee events (national tournaments or championships, political conventions, or tenants interested in additional season runs: NHL, NCAA, etc.).


Strategies to Increase Transit Access


· The City to coordinate with regional providers to encourage increased special event service, particularly longer BART and Caltrain trains and increased North Bay ferry and bus service.


· The City to work in good faith with the Water Emergency Transportation Agency, the project sponsor, UCSF, and other interested parties to explore the possibility of construction of a ferry landing at the terminus of 16th Street, and provision of ferry service during events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events would reduce the proposed project’s impacts related to event-related traffic conditions, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts, but would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible measures to reduce transportation impacts. The measures identified above would reduce traffic congestion in the project vicinity by providing drivers information on traffic conditions and alternate routes, providing information on on-street and off-street parking conditions, discouraging use of on-street parking through the Residential Permit Parking program, encouraging non-auto modes through parking pricing, and enhancing regional transit access to the area, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, even with implementation of these measures, the arrival and departure peak of vehicle trips to and from the event center through these intersections would continue to occur, and therefore, the proposed project’s significant traffic impacts at the seven intersections of King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Comparison of Impact TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR identified significant and unavoidable traffic impacts at seven intersections, including the proposed project study intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (which was also identified above as a significant impact for the proposed project). Because the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional intersections, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures E.47 through E.50 were developed to encourage use of alternate modes and reduce auto mode. A Mission Bay South Transportation Management Plan has been developed which incorporates these mitigation measures, and it is part of the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement for development within Mission Bay. Because the project sponsor would be subject to the Owner Participation Agreement, these mitigation measures are applicable to the proposed project. 


Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47: Transportation System Management Plan


Prepare a TSM Plan, which could include the following:


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.a: Shuttle Bus - Operate shuttle bus service between Mission Bay and regional transit stops in San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, Ferry Terminal, Transbay Transit Terminal), and specific gathering points in major San Francisco neighborhoods (e.g., Richmond and Mission Districts).


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.b: Transit Pass Sales - Sell transit passes in neighborhood retail stores and commercial buildings in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.c: Employee Transit Subsidies - Provide a system of employee transportation subsidies for major employers.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.e: Secure Bicycle Parking - Provide secure bicycle parking area in parking garages of residential buildings, office buildings, and research and development facilities. Provide secure bicycle parking areas by 1) constructing secure bicycle parking at a ratio of 1 bicycle parking space for each 20 automobile parking spaces, and 2) carry out an annual survey program during project development to establish trends in bicycle use and to estimate actual demand for secure bicycle parking and for sidewalk bicycle racks, increasing the number of secure bicycle parking spaces or racks either in new buildings or in existing automobile parking facilities to meet the estimated demand. Provide secure bicycle racks throughout Mission Bay for the use of visitors.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.f: Appropriate Street Lighting - Ensure that streets and sidewalks in Mission Bay are sufficiently lit to provide pedestrians and bicyclists with a greater sense of safety, and thereby encourage Mission Bay employees, visitors and residents to walk and bicycle to and from Mission Bay.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.g: Transit and Pedestrian and Bicycle Route Information - Provide maps of the local and citywide pedestrian and bicycle routes with transit maps and information on kiosks throughout the Project Area to promote multi-modal travel.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47.h: Parking Management Strategies - Establish parking management guidelines for the private operators of parking facilities in the Project Area.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.47i: Flexible Work Hours/Telecommuting - Where feasible, offer employees in the Project Area the opportunity to work on flexible schedules and/or telecommute so they could avoid peak hour traffic conditions.


FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.49: Ferry Service - Make a good faith effort to assist the Port of San Francisco and others in ongoing studies of the feasibility of expanding regional ferry service. Make good faith efforts to assist in implementing feasible study recommendations.


The proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts at intersections not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR due to event-related vehicles that would result in exceedance of the intersection LOS threshold. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measures 47a - 47c, 47e – 47i, and E.49 would minimize but not reduce traffic impacts to less-than-significant levels, and traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-3: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-37 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the three scenarios, Table 5.2-38 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, and Table 5.2-39 presents the Saturday evening peak hour ramp LOS conditions for the No Event and Basketball Game scenarios. At ramp locations currently operating at LOS E or LOS F, percent contributions to the freeway ramps were calculated to determine the project contribution to the existing LOS E and LOS F conditions, and are included in Appendix TR.



table 5.2-37
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			30


			D


			30


			D


			30


			D


			31


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			36


			E


			35


			E





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			26


			C


			26


			C


			28


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			33


			D


			32


			D








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-38
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			20


			C


			23


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			30


			D


			34


			D





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			28


			D


			36


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			27


			C


			28


			C


			15


			B


			21


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			34


			D


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			25


			C


			13


			B


			20


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-39
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			22


			C


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			35


			E


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			25


			C


			26


			C


			34


			D





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			13


			B


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			16


			B


			17


			B


			25


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			12


			B


			13


			B


			12


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario


For the weekday p.m. peak hour condition, the proposed project would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. peak hour and Saturday evening peak hour, and the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, under the No Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Convention Event Scenario


Similar to the No Event scenario, the Convention Event scenario would not result in any project-specific impacts at the ramp locations. In addition, under the Convention Event scenario, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the three ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, under the Convention Event scenario, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant. 


Basketball Game Scenario 


The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario would result in a significant traffic impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Harrison Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay). The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps currently operating at LOS E or LOS F (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, or the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and therefore, traffic impacts at these freeway ramp locations would be less than significant.


Other Events


Ramp LOS operating conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. Intersection LOS operating conditions for daytime events during the weekday p.m. peak hour would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event scenario, which reflects the maximum impact during the weekday p.m. peak hour. 


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison during the weekday evening. 


No feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Other potential measures to improve operations would involve reducing the traffic volumes entering the weaving section, either through ramp metering, tolling, or other means. Ramp metering, however, would likely exacerbate congestion on streets leading to the on-ramp, while tolling would need to be implemented as a system-wide improvement in order to prevent concentration of vehicular traffic and increased congestion on non-tolled facilities. Moreover, any changes to the ramps would require approval of Caltrans, which operates the freeways and ramps. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the reduction in project-generated vehicle trips would not reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Comparison of Impact TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable project impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________






Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Capacity Utilization. Table 5.2-40 presents the Muni route analysis and regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 presents the transit analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. It should be noted that depending on the origin and destination of the transit trip, the majority of the transit trips arriving from outside of San Francisco would also be required to take a Muni line to their destination, and these trips were included in the transit analysis. Table 5.2-43 presents the weekday p.m. peak hour downtown screenlines for the No Event and Basketball Event scenarios.


No Event Scenario


Under the No Event scenario (i.e., the office, retail and restaurant uses), the proposed project would generate 881 new transit trips (157 inbound and 724 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. These new transit trips would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit lines, and would include transfers to other Muni bus and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers. Based on the location of the project site and the anticipated origin/destination of the new employees and visitors to the office, retail and restaurant uses, the transit trips were assigned to Muni and the various regional transit operators. 


Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore routes serving the project site, as well as the three regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Table 5.2-42 presents the transit analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour, which typically has less transit capacity than during the weekday p.m. peak hour. During both the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the project-generated trips assigned to the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would be accommodated during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours without exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


Table 5.2-43 presents the results of the Muni screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event scenario. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 724 outbound transit trips, about 355 would cross the Muni screenlines, 325 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 44 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). The analysis of Muni screenlines assesses the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction from downtown (and away from the project site) during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Based on the origins/destinations of the transit trips generated by the proposed project, the outbound transit trips within San Francisco were assigned to the four screenlines and the sub-corridors within each screenline. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.
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table 5.2-40
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – without A SF Giants game – Weekday PM Peak Hour


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT
OUTBOUND


			CONVENTION EVENT 
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilizationa


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,467


			3,808


			64.8%


			3,037


			3,808


			79.7%


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%





			22 Fillmoreb


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			942


			76.3%


			696


			942


			73.9%





			Total


			3,181


			4,750


			67.0%


			3,755


			4,750


			79.1%


			3,137


			4,750


			66.0%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			20,160


			21,220


			95.0%


			20,271


			21,220


			95.5%


			20,159


			21,220


			95.0%





			AC Transit


			2,297


			3,926


			58.5%


			2,309


			3,926


			58.8%


			2,296


			3,926


			58.5%





			Ferries


			813


			1,615


			50.3%


			817


			1,615


			50.6%


			813


			1,615


			50.3%





			Total


			23,270


			27,761


			87.0%


			23,398


			27,761


			87.4%


			23,268


			27,761


			86.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.7%


			1,399


			2,817


			49.6%





			Ferries


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%


			976


			1,959


			49.8%





			Total


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,375


			4,776


			49.7%


			2,374


			4,776


			49.7%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%


			8,729


			16,963


			51.5%


			8,720


			16,963


			51.4%





			Caltrain


			2,472


			3,100


			79.7%


			2,498


			3,100


			80.6%


			2,472


			3,100


			79.4%





			SamTrans


			147


			320


			45.9%


			147


			320


			46.0%


			147


			320


			45.9%





			Total


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%


			11,375


			20,383


			55.8%


			11,339


			20,383


			55.6%








NOTES:


a 	For weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 85 percent for Muni and 100 percent for regional transit highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015
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Table 5.2-41
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			4,542


			4,886


			93.0%


			3,763


			5,046


			74.6%





			22 Fillmore


			281


			628


			44.7%


			212


			252


			84.1%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			1,139


			1,218


			93.5%


			942


			978


			96.3%





			Total


			5,962


			6,732


			88.6%


			4,916


			6,276


			78.3%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,557


			15,870


			35.0%


			5,869


			6,095


			96.3%





			AC Transit


			306


			520


			58.9%


			168


			200


			84.2%





			Ferries


			101


			576


			17.5%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,964


			16,966


			35.2%


			6,038


			6,295


			85.9%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			111


			120


			92.2%


			51


			80


			63.8%





			Ferries


			468


			1,357


			34.5%


			918


			637


			144.1%





			Total


			579


			1,477


			39.2%


			969


			717


			135.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,980


			18,400


			21.6%


			2,190


			5,290


			41.4%





			Caltrain


			2,641


			2,600


			101.6%


			902


			650


			138.8%





			SamTrans


			44


			160


			27.3%


			32


			40


			79.0%





			Total


			6,664


			21,160


			31.5%


			3,124


			5,980


			52.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












table 5.2-42
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			NO EVENT


INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME 


INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			508


			1,714


			29.6%


			3,130


			4,332


			72.3%





			22 Fillmore


			317


			378


			84.0%


			257


			378


			67.9%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			1,004


			1,372


			73.2%





			Total


			825


			2,092


			39.4%


			4,391


			6,082


			72.2%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,399


			8,740


			27.4%


			3,968


			8,740


			45.4%





			AC Transit


			52


			200


			25.9%


			88


			200


			43.9%





			Ferries


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,451


			8,940


			27.4%


			4,056


			8,940


			45.4%





			North Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			Buses


			80


			137


			58.6%


			115


			137


			84.0%





			Ferries


			826


			1,594


			51.8%


			1,186


			1,594


			74.4%





			Total


			906


			1,731


			52.4%


			1,301


			1,731


			75.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			2,136


			11,925


			19.5%


			2,339


			10,925


			21.4%





			Caltrain


			694


			1,300


			53.4%


			1,307


			1,300


			100.5%





			SamTrans


			20


			80


			25.4%


			29


			80


			36.4%





			Total


			2,850


			12,305


			23.2%


			3,675


			12,305


			29.9%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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









Table 5.2-43
Muni DOWNTOWN transit Screenlines – Existing Plus Project - No Event and Convention EveNt scenarios - weekday P.M. Peak Hour


			Screenline / Transit Provider


			Existing Ridership


			Project 
Trips


			Existing plus Project Ridership


			Existing Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,157


			35


			2,192


			3,291


			66.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			9


			579


			1,078


			53.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			45


			2,772


			4,369


			63.4%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			26


			1,840


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			20


			1,386


			1,686


			82.2%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.7%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			14


			979


			1,176


			83.2%





			


			Balboa


			637


			9


			646


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			76


			5,328


			6,949


			76.7%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			23


			573


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			63


			1,592


			2,789


			57.1%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			54


			1,374


			2,134


			64.4%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			42


			1,076


			1,712


			62.9%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			182


			4,615


			7,349


			62.8%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			41


			4,788


			6,294


			76.1%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			9


			1,114


			1,651


			67.5%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			2


			278


			700


			39.8%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			52


			6,180


			8,645


			71.5%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			355


			18,895


			27,312


			69.2%





			Convention Event


			


			


			


			


			





			Northeast


			Kearny/Stockton Corridor


			2,158


			198


			2,357


			3,291


			71.6%





			


			All Other Lines


			570


			52


			622


			1,078


			57.7%





			


			Subtotal


			2,728


			251


			2,979


			4,369


			68.2%





			Northwest


			Geary Corridor


			1,814


			28


			1,842


			2,526


			72.8%





			


			California


			1,366


			21


			1,387


			1,686


			82.3%





			


			Sutter/Clement


			470


			7


			477


			630


			75.8%





			


			Fulton/Hayes


			965


			15


			980


			1,176


			83.3%





			


			Balboa


			637


			10


			647


			929


			69.6%





			


			Subtotal


			5,252


			82


			5,334


			6,949


			76.8%





			Southeast


			Third Street


			550


			21


			571


			714


			80.2%





			


			Mission Street


			1,529


			58


			1,587


			2,789


			56.9%





			


			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,320


			50


			1,370


			2,134


			64.2%





			


			All Other Lines


			1,034


			39


			1,073


			1,712


			62.7%





			


			Subtotal


			4,433


			169


			4,602


			7,349


			62.6%





			Southwest


			Subway Lines


			4,747


			54


			4,801


			6,294


			76.3%





			


			Haight/Noriega


			1,105


			13


			1,118


			1,651


			67.7%





			


			All Other Lines


			276


			3


			279


			700


			39.9%





			


			Subtotal


			6,128


			70


			6,198


			8,645


			71.7%





			


			Total All Muni Screenlines


			18,541


			572


			19,112


			27,312


			70.0%











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












Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 1,524 new transit trips (212 inbound and 1,312 outbound). Table 5.2-40 presents the transit analysis for the T Third light rail line and the 22 Fillmore bus route serving the project site. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event Scenario would generate more outbound transit trips than the No Event scenario, with the majority of the increase using the T Third line. As indicated in Table 5.2-40, with the addition of the new transit trips associated with the Convention Event scenario, both the T Third line and 22 Fillmore route would continue to operate at less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. 


Table 5.2-43 presents the Muni screenline analysis for the Convention Event scenario for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that out of the 1,312 outbound transit trips, about 572 would cross the Muni screenlines, 490 would cross the regional screenlines, and the remaining 250 would not cross any screenlines (i.e., would travel within the downtown area). Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the four screenlines would not substantially increase the peak hour capacity utilization. Capacity utilization for all screenlines and corridors would remain similar to those under Existing conditions, and below the capacity utilization standard of 85 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


Capacity Utilization. As indicated in Section 5.2.5.2, in addition to the existing scheduled transit service in the project vicinity, the SFMTA would provide additional service to accommodate peak evening events, including basketball games and concerts with more than 14,000 attendees (see Table 5.2-15 for the proposed frequencies). Light rail service on the T Third would be increased, and three Muni Special Event Shuttle routes would be implemented. The additional capacity that would be provided during the pre-event and post-event periods was incorporated into the transit analysis presented on Table 5.2-41 for weekday evening (inbound to the project site) and weekday late evening (outbound from the project site) peak hours, and on Table 5.2-42 for the Saturday evening peak hour (inbound towards the project site).


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 1,625 new transit trips (944 inbound and 681 outbound). As indicated in Table 5.2-40, the additional outbound trips would be accommodated on the T Third line and 22 Fillmore.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,371 new transit trips (4,138 inbound and 232 outbound). About 64 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,663 trips), about 28 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,139 trips), 8 percent would walk from Caltrain (305 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (32 trips). As shown on Table 5.22-41, the additional trips would be accommodated within the available capacity. The Muni Special Event Shuttles would operate at about 94 percent, which would be below the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for event conditions.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,680 new outbound transit trips. About 67 percent of the outbound transit demand would be on the T Third (3,157 trips), about 24 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,133 trips), 8 percent would walk to Caltrain (359 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (31 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-41, the additional trips generated by the project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would generate 4,310 new vehicle trips (4,134 inbound and 176 outbound). About 63 percent of the inbound transit demand would be on the T Third (2,611 trips), about 29 percent on the Muni Special Event Shuttles (1,188 trips), 7 percent would walk from Caltrain (308 trips), and 1 percent would take the 22 Fillmore route (27 trips). As presented in Table 5.2-42, the additional trips generated by the proposed project would be accommodated within the proposed transit service plan capacities.


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour, and therefore, proposed project impacts on transit capacity would be less than significant.


Light Rail Platform Operations Assessment. During pre-event and post-event periods, when surges of Muni Metro riders generated by a high attendance event would be arriving or departing the UCSF/Mission Bay station at South Street, there is the potential for crowding to occur on the two raised platforms, northbound and southbound. Such crowding on the Muni platforms, if it were to occur, would be considered a significant transit impact. Therefore, an assessment of conditions at both platforms at the UCSF/Mission Bay Muni Metro station was conducted for event conditions. Overall, it was determined that the proposed project’s impacts on light rail platform conditions would be less than significant.


1. Pre-event Operations. The assessment of pre-event conditions was conducted by comparing the available effective platform area to the pedestrian density required to accommodate passengers within acceptable conditions during pre-event conditions. The methodology used in the analysis was developed by the Transportation Research Board, and is presented in the platform and waiting areas section of Chapter 10 of the TCRP Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.[footnoteRef:45] See Appendix TR for information on methodology and calculations. [45: 	TCRP Report 165. Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual, Third Edition, Chapter 10: Station Capacity. See Appendix TR.] 



The majority of attendees taking Muni’s T Third Metro line to the project site would travel from downtown and would exit the train at the southbound platform, located in the median of Third Street, immediately south of South Street; they would then proceed down the ramp towards the south crosswalk to cross Third Street and arrive at the project site. Thus, the assessment looked at whether passengers exiting a Muni train and having to stop at the crosswalk for a red signal immediately after their arrival could be accommodated within the available area on the ramp and platform. The Muni Metro southbound rail platform is about 9 feet wide and 160 feet in length, and the ramp is about 4 feet wide and 50 feet in length. Combined, accounting for obstacles and a waiting area buffer (i.e., the buffer zone at the east edge of the platform adjacent to the tracks; a fence is provided at the west edge of the platform), the effective area available to disembarking transit riders to queue would be about 950 square feet. The area required to accommodate the maximum passenger demand arriving on a Muni Metro train (i.e., a two-car train) that would serve the platform was estimated based on the capacity of a full two-car train, plus some additional passengers waiting at the platform for the southbound train (i.e., a total of about 250 passengers). The total number of passengers was then multiplied by the passenger density standard (square feet per passenger) established by the TCRP for queuing area expected to operate at a LOS D. The typical design LOS used for station platforms is LOS C to LOS D, and LOS D is considered an acceptable level of crowding during short periods (e.g., to be reached while passengers move away from the platform, but not for the 10- to 15-minute period while waiting for the next train to arrive), and would be considered acceptable for event conditions. The minimum queuing space required to accommodate the expected number of exiting passengers from a full two-car train is about 750 square feet. Therefore, the existing southbound platform, which has approximately 950 square feet, would be able accommodate the expected demand project at LOS D or better conditions. In the event that a following Muni Metro train arrives at the platform while train riders are still queued on the ramp and/or platform waiting to cross Third Street, per standard operating practice, the train operator would not to open the doors until the queue would be cleared from the ramp. The proposed project’s TMP includes PCOs that would be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. Nevertheless, Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station, presented below, is identified to further reduce the proposed project’s less than significant impacts related to potential crowding conditions at the platform. This measure would study the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street in order to provide additional queuing area for passengers on the platform. 


1. Post-event Operations. As described above in Section 5.2.5.2, as part of the proposed project, the elevated northbound passenger platform at the UCSF/Mission Bay T Third line stop would be extended to the north of South Street. The existing northbound platform located in the median of Third Street immediately north of South Street would be extended to the north from 160 feet in length to 320 feet in length. This extension would allow for two, two-car light rail trains to simultaneously board or alight passengers along the platform prior to or following a large event at the project site. Passenger access to the expanded northbound platform would continue to be provided from a single point, the end of the platform closest to South Street. The existing painted median area adjacent to the northbound track between South and 16th Streets would be raised 6 inches. This improvement would allow for staging of two, two-car northbound light rail trains. 


Following an event, northbound Third Street would be closed to vehicular traffic between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South. As noted above, PCOs would also be stationed at the entrances to the light rail platforms on South Street to facilitate pedestrian crossings, and to minimize conflicts between pedestrians, light rail, and southbound vehicular traffic. PCOs would stage passengers at a defined passenger waiting area within the closed portion of Third Street, and would allow them to enter the northbound platform as soon as a train departs until the platform becomes reasonably full. Passenger loading onto the trains would be monitored by SFMTA Transit Fare Inspectors and Passenger Assistance Program Staff, who would be stationed at the light rail platforms. This technique is currently employed at AT&T Park following SF Giants games to ensure that no overcrowding of transit riders occurs near the train tracks, and would be effective following events at the proposed project site. For these reasons, the platforms would not become too crowded.


Other Events


Transit conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. The proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be provided for other large events (i.e., with more than 14,000 attendees), and the service levels of the additional service would be adjusted to reflect the anticipated attendance level.


Summary of Impact TR-4, Muni Transit Impacts


Overall, the proposed Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan developed for large events would accommodate transit riders destined to and from the proposed event center during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. In addition, with implementation of the TMP, operations at the T Third light rail platforms would not become overcrowded during events. For these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts on transit would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant, the following improvement measure may be recommended for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant transit impacts.


Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station 


As an improvement measure to enhance T Third operations at the UCSF/Mission Bay station for pre-event arrivals, the project sponsor shall fund a study of the effects of pedestrian flows on Muni’s safety and operations prior to an event as well as the feasibility and efficacy of enlarging the southbound platform by extending it south towards 16th Street. The study shall include an assessment of exiting pedestrian flows from fully occupied two-car light rail train on the platform and ramp to the crosswalk across Third Street, also taking into consideration the presence of non-event transit riders waiting to board the train, service frequency, and current traffic signal operations. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-4: Operational Study of the Southbound Platform at the T Third UCSF/Mission Bay Station would study the feasibility of physical improvements to the existing light rail platform, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to transit within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit impacts are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Impact TR-5: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-40 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the existing plus project conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios. Table 5.2-41 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-42 above presents the regional screenline analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Basketball Game scenario. 


No Event Scenario


Similar to the Muni screenline analysis presented in Impact TR-4, the analysis of regional transit screenlines assess the effect of project-generated transit-trips on transit conditions in the outbound direction during the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under the No Event scenario, the proposed project would generate 349 new transit trips (24 inbound and 325 outbound) during the weekday p.m. peak hour and 163 new transit trips (41 inbound and 122 outbound) during the Saturday evening peak hour. Of the 325 outbound trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 218 would be destined to the East Bay, 17 to the North Bay, and 90 to the South Bay. Of the 41 inbound trips during the Saturday evening peak hour, 35 would be arriving from the East Bay and 6 from the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-42 presents the analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour. In general, the additional project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the analysis hours, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent. 


Convention Event Scenario


During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would generate 545 new transit trips (56 inbound and 489 outbound) to and from outside of San Francisco. Based on the trip distribution patterns, it was estimated that during the weekday p.m. peak hour there would be 346 transit trips destined to the East Bay, 18 transit trips to the North Bay, and 126 transit trips to the South Bay. Table 5.2-40 presents the existing plus project screenline analysis for the regional transit carriers. In general, the addition of the 489 project-related passengers would not have a substantial effect on the regional transit providers during the weekday p.m. peak hour, as the capacity utilization for all screenlines would remain similar to those under existing conditions. In addition, the capacity utilization for all regional transit providers would be under their capacity utilization standards of 100 percent.


Basketball Game Scenario


The proposed project’s TMP does not include any provisions for additional regional transit service during events at the project site. Therefore, the regional screenline analysis conducted for the project assumes existing capacities, as identified by the regional transit service providers.


1. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 324 outbound trips to the regional screenlines. As indicated in Table 5.2-40 above, the additional outbound trips would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the regional service providers.


1. During the weekday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add 2,697 new transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 59 percent destined to the East Bay, 11 percent to the North Bay, and 30 percent to the South Bay). While the majority of trips would be from the East Bay, the additional trips on Caltrain would increase the capacity utilization to more than 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant impact. See Table 5.2-41, above.


1. During the weekday late evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 5,496 new outbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent destined to the East Bay, 14 percent to the North Bay, and 29 percent to the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-41 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on the Golden Gate Transit and WETA buses and ferries to the North Bay, and on Caltrain to the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


1. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 2,867 new inbound transit trips to the regional screenlines (i.e., about 57 percent from the East Bay, 14 percent from the North Bay, and 29 percent from the South Bay). As presented in Table 5.2-42 above, this additional demand would exceed the capacity of the existing service provided on Caltrain from the South Bay, and this would be considered a significant impact.


Other Events


Conditions for the regional transit operators during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event for evening conditions, and which would also be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events. 


Summary of Impact TR-5, Regional Transit Impacts


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific regional transit impacts, as follows:


1. On Caltrain to and from the South Bay during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario.


1. On WETA and Golden Gate Transit service to the North Bay during the weekday late evening peak hours.


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the South Bay during weekday and Saturday evening conditions, one additional train car (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one inbound train per hour would be needed. For the weekday late evening period, two additional train cars (average capacity of 130 passengers per car) on at least one outbound train per hour would be needed. Alternatively, the transit demand could be accommodated within one special outbound train (total capacity up to 650 passengers) at the end of the basketball game, similar to the service currently being offered for SF Giants home games (two special outbound trains).


In order to accommodate the additional transit demand to the North Bay, four additional Golden Gate Transit buses (40 passengers per bus) plus one ferry boat (250 to 320 passengers per boat) per hour, or alternatively seven additional buses per hour would need to be provided.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service and Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional South Bay and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of both mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to and from the South Bay for weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Caltrain to provide additional Caltrain service to and from San Francisco on weekdays and weekends. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and/or Bus Service


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the North Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with Golden Gate Transit and WETA to provide additional ferry and/or bus service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The need for additional service shall be based on surveys of event center attendees conducted as part of the TMP.


Comparison of Impact TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant regional transit impacts for existing plus project conditions, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts to Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA transit capacity, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-6: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Pedestrian Improvements


The proposed project includes numerous sidewalk network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian environment adjacent to the project site. Specifically, the proposed project includes construction of new sidewalks along the perimeter of the project site on South Street (12.5 feet wide), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (12.5 feet wide), on 16th Street (15 feet wide), and widening of the existing sidewalk on Third Street from 12 to 16 feet. A 20-foot wide setback would generally be provided along the 16th Street frontage, and a 5foot wide setback would be provided for buildings fronting South Street, Third Street, and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. These setbacks, as well as additional ground floor building setbacks on all four corners as shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, would allow for additional queuing space at the corners for pedestrians waiting to cross the street and for pedestrians waiting to load onto shuttle buses on 16th Street.


Additional project pedestrian improvements include signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, and Illinois Street/Mariposa Street, including installation of pedestrian countdown signals. New pedestrian crosswalks, consistent with the continental design recommendations in the Better Streets Plan, would be installed at the intersections of Bridgeview Way/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, Illinois Street/16th Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street, and Illinois/Mariposa. In addition, the existing crosswalks at the signalized intersections of Third Street/South Street and Third Street/16th Street would be restriped to the continental design. 


As part of the light rail station improvements that would be made as part of the proposed project, fencing would be placed on the west side of the light rail tracks in such a manner as to discourage pedestrian crossings midblock between the intersection of Campus Way with southbound Third Street and the event center on the east side of the street, directly across from Campus Way.


Pedestrian Access


Figure 3-14 in Chapter 3 presents the proposed pedestrian circulation at the project site. Pedestrian access to the project site uses, including buildings and plazas, would be available from multiple locations along all four perimeter streets. Within the project site, a 40-foot wide curving pedestrian path would lead from the elevated Third Street Plaza around the north and east sides of the event center, past retail uses and a proposed bayfront overlook, and terminate on the southeast side of the event center. An outdoor, glass covered passageway would extend from ground level on 16th Street curving around the southwest side of the event center to the Third Street Plaza.


The primary pedestrian access to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the northwest side of the event center via the elevated Third Street Plaza. A secondary access point to the event center for large-attendance events would be on the southeast side of the event center via the elevated pedestrian path. The primary pedestrian access to the event center for smaller-attendance events would be at the ground-level theater entrance on the southeast side of the event center, via the Southeast Plaza. As noted above, ground floor building setbacks would be provided on all four corners of the project site to allow for additional queuing space at the corners.


Pedestrian access to the two office and retail building lobbies and the ground-floor retail/restaurant uses would be from South and 16th Streets and from the Third Street Plaza. The food hall in the northeast corner of the site would be accessed directly via Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street, and also from the elevated pedestrian path within the project site. 


Pedestrian Demand


Pedestrians trips generated by the proposed project would include walk trips to and from the project site, walk trips to and from transit stops (e.g., the Caltrain station at Fourth/King and Muni bus and light rail transit stops), and walk trips between the project site and nearby parking facilities. As noted above, pedestrians would access the buildings on the project site from multiple streets, with the greatest proportion of pedestrians traveling through the intersection of Third/South.


1. No Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,452 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 882 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 570 walk/other trips. During the Saturday evening peak hour, the No Event scenario would add about 1,423 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 673 person trips to and from nearby transit stops and 750 walk/other trips.


1. Convention Event – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Convention Event scenario would add about 4,396 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,524 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 774 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 2,098 walk/other trips. The Convention Event scenario would add the greatest number of pedestrian trips to the adjacent street network during the weekday p.m. peak hour (i.e., attendees leaving the convention event during the weekday p.m. peak hour).


1. Basketball Game – During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the Basketball Game scenario would add about 3,531 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 1,625 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 1,316 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 590 walk/other trips. 


During the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., per-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,976 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,371 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,237 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities, and 1,368 walk/other trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., post-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 11,762 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,680 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,824 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 1,258 walk/other trips. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., pre-game), the Basketball Game scenario would add about 10,800 new pedestrian trips to the surrounding streets, which includes 4,310 person trips to and from nearby transit stops, 5,809 person trips to and from nearby parking facilities and 681 walk/other trips.


The new pedestrian peak hour trips were distributed to the streets in the project vicinity based on the location of the transit/event shuttle stops, location of parking facilities (for event scenarios when associated parking demand would not be accommodated within the on-site garage), and nearby attractions. The resulting project-generated pedestrian trips were then added to the existing sidewalk and crosswalk volumes (i.e., as described in Section 5.2.3.3, the existing pedestrian volumes counted in 2014 were adjusted to reflect to reflect the recent completion of the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 and Public Safety Building projects) to determine the existing plus project pedestrian volumes at the study locations.


Pedestrian LOS at Crosswalks and Sidewalks


Table 5.2-44 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the three analysis scenarios. Table 5.2-45 presents the existing plus project pedestrian LOS for the weekday evening and late evening conditions for the Basketball Game scenario, while Table 5.2-46 presents the pedestrian LOS for Saturday evening No Event and Basketball Game scenarios.


table 5.2-44
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday PM Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			472


			A


			198


			A


			76


			A


			194


			A





			


			South 


			216


			A


			48


			B


			25


			C


			17


			D





			


			East


			1,093


			A


			95


			A


			27


			C


			52


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			868


			A


			104


			A


			44


			B


			69


			A





			


			South 


			432


			A


			214


			A


			122


			A


			63


			A





			


			East


			1,338


			A


			239


			A


			73


			A


			124


			A





			


			West


			424


			A


			251


			A


			156


			A


			85


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			529


			A


			102


			A


			126


			A





			


			South 


			--


			--


			676


			A


			121


			A


			73


			A





			


			West


			--


			--


			728


			A


			62


			A


			96


			A





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.2


			A


			0.6


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.7


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A


			0.5


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.5


			B


			1.7


			B


			0.8


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold


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



table 5.2-45
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			793


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			313


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			2,333


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			1,131


			A


			41


			B


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			618


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			2,180


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			564


			A


			59


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.2


			A


			0.5


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			B


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-46
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			


			Analysis Location


			Existing


			Existing plus Project 





			


			


			


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			1,285


			A


			237


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			875


			A


			66


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,909


			A


			62


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			2,024


			A


			115


			A


			40


			C





			


			South


			896


			A


			194


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			3,079


			A


			124


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			1,424


			A


			225


			A


			40


			B





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			--


			--


			532


			A


			34


			C





			


			South


			--


			--


			745


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			--


			--


			732


			A


			22


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.6


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.1


			A


			0.2


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			--


			--


			0.6


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





No Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44 and Table 5.2-46, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips associated with the office, retail and restaurant uses during the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, the pedestrian LOS conditions for the No Event scenario would be LOS A or LOS B at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations.


Convention Event Scenario. As shown on Table 5.2-44, with the addition of the new pedestrian trips during the weekday p.m., the pedestrian LOS conditions for the Convention Event scenario would be LOS C or better at the crosswalk and sidewalk locations. The greatest number of new pedestrians would be at the intersection of Third/South, accessing the light rail platform within the median of Third Street. During convention events, PCOs would be stationed at the intersections of Third/South and Third/16th to facilitate pedestrian travel through these intersections and to minimize conflicts. During convention events when Moscone Center event shuttle buses would be used to transport attendees between the event center and downtown locations, a shuttle bus zone would be provided along the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed 15 foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to and from the shuttle buses, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Basketball Game Scenario. Analysis of pedestrian conditions for the Basketball Game scenario was conducted for the weekday p.m. peak hour, as well as for the peak arrival (weekday evening) and peak departure (late evening) hours for a weekday evening game, and for the Saturday evening peak hour for peak arrivals for a Saturday evening game. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the number of pedestrians on crosswalks and sidewalks would increase over the No Event scenario, as basketball game attendees would start arriving to the event center during the p.m. peak hour for an evening event which would typically start at 7:30 p.m. With the increase in pedestrians, the pedestrian LOS conditions would be LOS A or LOS B at all study locations, with the exception of the south crosswalk at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS D. The LOS D conditions for the south crosswalk reflect the increased number of pedestrians traveling to the event center via the T Third during the p.m. peak hour, and getting off at the UCSF/Mission Bay station.


During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrians in the project vicinity would increase substantially (i.e., about 11,000 new pedestrians during the weekday evening peak hour, as compared to 3,500 new pedestrians during the weekday p.m. peak hour), and include arrivals via the existing T Third light rail line and 22 Fillmore bus route as well as attendees arriving via the Muni Special Event Shuttles. For pre-event conditions, the Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on South Street (i.e., the Muni Special Event Ferry Building/Transbay Terminal Shuttle) and on the south side of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets (i.e., the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Station Shuttle). During the weekday evening peak hour, pedestrian LOS conditions would worsen from weekday p.m. peak hour, however, the sidewalks and crosswalks would be able to accommodate the increased pedestrian volumes. 


During the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours during pre-event conditions, all analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better, except for the north (LOS E) and south (LOS F) crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South. These poor operating conditions would be due to the high volume of transit riders leaving the T Third light rail platforms and crossing Third Street. Post-event, Muni Special Event Shuttle stops would be located adjacent to the project site on 16th Street, and on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street and on the east side of Third Street north of South Street. 


During the weekday late evening, reflecting conditions with pedestrians leaving the event center, crosswalks and sidewalks would also operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of all three crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South which would operate at LOS E or LOS F. The LOS E and LOS F conditions at the intersection of Third/South during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. Following an event, the proposed 15-foot wide sidewalk, with additional setbacks along 16th Street, would be adequate to accommodate pedestrians walking to the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, as well as pedestrians waiting for shuttle buses and pedestrians traveling along 16th Street.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (presented below) would implement strategies to facilitate pedestrian travel to and from the light rail platforms, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, and allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route. These strategies would complement the proposed project’s TMP protocols for event operations that include posting of PCOs at this and other nearby intersections (see Figure 5.2-11) for pre-event and post-event to facilitate pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts. With the travel lane closures and active management of pedestrian flows, pedestrians would be able to cross outside of the designated crosswalk (i.e., disperse over a greater crossing area) and pedestrian crossing conditions would improve to LOS D or better. For these reasons, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would mitigate the significant pedestrian impacts for the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South to less than significant. 


At the intersection of Illinois/16th Street, PCOs would manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with pedestrian and bicycle flows along and crossing 16th Street, manage alternating flows of vehicle traffic exiting the garage with the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART shuttles accessing 16th Street eastbound from Illinois Street northbound and with the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue shuttles traveling westbound on 16th Street, and coordinate with PCOs along 16th Street that would be managing pedestrian flows across 16th Street.


Other Events


Pedestrian LOS conditions at the sidewalk and crosswalk locations during other smaller events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which would be representative of conditions for sell-out concert events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario), and a daytime event with about 9,000 attendees (i.e., the Convention Event scenario). Pedestrian travel associated with smaller events would be accommodated within the nearby sidewalks and crosswalks without requiring temporary lane closures to accommodate pedestrian flows, however, similar to large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts (see Table 5.2-16 for a list of the TMP transportation management strategies by event type).


Pedestrian Corner Conditions


The three buildings on the project site (i.e., the South Street Tower, the 16th Street Tower, and the event center) would be set back at all four corners of the project site to provide for corner queuing area to accommodate pedestrians waiting during the red signal phase, and for an area for pedestrians to congregate. These areas are shown on Figure 3-5 in the Project Description, and the additional on-site areas that would be provided would be roughly about 11,000 gsf at the northwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/South), 4,700 gsf would at the northeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/South), 2,700 gsf at the southwest corner of the site (at the intersection of Third/16th), and 13,200 gsf at the southeast corner of the site (at the intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th). These building setbacks would provide generous queuing space for pedestrians exiting the project site and waiting to cross either South Street or Third Street (e.g., the on-site area at the northeast corner could accommodate about 3,700 pedestrians queuing at one time), and therefore, it is not anticipated that pedestrians would spill out into the adjacent travel lanes. 


Pedestrian Safety


Under the No Event scenario, there would be an increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts as traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle volumes would increase from existing conditions. There are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, and the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the vehicle and bicycle volumes, traffic control, vehicle speeds, types of pedestrian facilities, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians. The project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements described above, including new sidewalks, building setbacks, continental crosswalks, and new traffic signals with pedestrian countdown signals, would define the pedestrian network and would offset risks associated with increased pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. The enhanced roadway, bicycle and pedestrian network, as well as an increased pedestrian presence, would cause drivers to expect and adapt to increased interactions with pedestrians. 


As described in Impact TR-4, when a full two-car T Third light train arrives at the southbound platform prior to an event, exiting pedestrians on the southbound platform and ramp would experience queued conditions, and more than one signal cycle may be needed to clear the platform of pedestrians. While queuing on the platform and ramp would occur, this condition would be expected for peak arrivals to the event center, and would not be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


As noted above, the proposed project includes installation of fencing on the west side of the light rail right-of-way Third Street, and to deter pedestrians from crossing southbound Third Street at Campus Way. 


During event days at the event center there would be increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts compared to the No Event scenario. However, as described above, the proposed project’s TMP would be in effect, and PCOs would be posted at key nearby locations to manage pedestrian flows and minimize potential conflicts with vehicles and bicycles, and proposed project impacts related to pedestrian safety would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-6, Pedestrian Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would enhance pedestrian conditions and safety in the project vicinity. The existing and proposed pedestrian facilities would be adequate to meet the pedestrian demand associated with the project uses. The exception would be the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening conditions for sell-out events (i.e., the Basketball Game scenario). Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, and the proposed project’s TMP protocols for events would manage short-term peak pedestrian flows at adjacent intersections and would mitigate pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels. At all other locations and project conditions, the addition of project-generated pedestrian trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South


As a mitigation measure to accommodate pedestrians traveling to and from the event center through the intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies and level of active management shall be tailored to the event size, and could include extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic, and deploying additional PCOs to this intersection. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South would reduce the proposed project’s pedestrian impacts at the intersection of Third/South to less-than-significant levels, and would not result in secondary transportation-related impacts. Therefore, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Comparison of Impact TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to pedestrians within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the proposed project would result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, the project would result in new significant impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-7: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Bicycle Improvements


The proposed project would provide bicycle storage rooms accommodating 111 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces within the proposed office and retail/restaurant buildings (i.e., 55 bicycle parking spaces in the South Street office and retail building, 52 spaces in the 16th Street office and retail building, and 4 spaces in the Food Hall).[footnoteRef:46] In addition, an enclosed bicycle parking center would be provided at the southeast plaza area near 16th Street, and would accommodate up to 300 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for employees and visitors on days without an event. This bicycle parking center would be conveniently located and easily accessible from the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On event days, this facility would be valet staffed, which would then convert the 300 spaces to Class 1; an additional 100 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces would be provided when necessary in a temporary bicycle corral within the main plaza or southeast plaza areas, for a total of 400 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces on event days. The bicycle valet is proposed to be staffed by a partner such as the San Francisco Bicycle Coalition for evening uses during peak events, such as NBA games and concerts, and may also be staffed during smaller events. The entrance to the valet parking would face east to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. The valet parking would be attended from two hours prior to the start of the event, to approximately an hour after the event ends. The proposed project would also provide 75 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces via bicycle racks on adjacent sidewalks and on-site at key locations. Figure 3-15 in Chapter 3 presents the general location of the proposed bicycle parking spaces. [46: 	Per Planning Code Section 155.1, Bicycle Parking Definitions and Standards, Class 1 bicycle parking facilities are those that protect the entire bicycle and accessories against theft and inclement weather. Examples of Class 1 facilities include lockers, check-in facilities, monitored parking, restricted access parking, and personal storage. Class 2 bicycle racks permit the bicycle frame and one wheel to be locked in the rack (with one u-shaped lock), and provide support to bicycles without damage to the wheels, frame, or components.] 



The proposed project would include sponsorship of a Bay Area Bike Share station on or near the project site. The location of the station would be determined through coordination between the project sponsor, the SFMTA, the Port of San Francisco, and the bicycle share operator.


With implementation of the proposed project, and as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On both sides of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. On both sides of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard a 6-foot wide bicycle lane would be provided adjacent to the curb, and a 4-foot wide buffer would separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. The extension of the bicycle lanes on 16th Street to the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street. would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The incorporation of appropriate bicycle crossing markings and signals to transition between bicycle lanes on 16th Street and cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would ensure efficient operation of the intersection and would reduce potential conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and automobiles.


The relocation of Terry A. Francois Boulevard as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan (and constructed by the master developer) will include replacing the existing bicycle lane in each direction with a 13-foot wide two-way separated bicycle lane (i.e., a cycle track) on the east side of the street, and the existing bicycle lane on the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be removed. A 4-foot wide raised buffer will separate the bicycle lane from the adjacent 8-foot wide parking lane. With the provision of a cycle track, and as Mission Bay gets built out along Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the north and south of the project site, it is anticipated that some bicyclists currently traveling on Third Street would instead travel on the improved bicycle facility on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Third Street is not a designated bicycle route, and on Third Street bicyclists share the travel lane with vehicles).


Bicycle Conditions


No Event Scenario. With implementation of the proposed project, bicycle volumes would increase on the adjacent roadways and bicycle facilities. A portion of the walk/other trips generated by the proposed project uses, as presented in Table 5.2-24, would be bicycle trips. The bicycle demand would be accommodated within the 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces (i.e., the 300 Class 2 spaces within an enclosed bicycle parking center for employees, and 75 spaces on the adjacent sidewalks) that would be available on the project site and adjacent sidewalks. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, about 150 of the 570 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips, and during the Saturday evening peak hour, about 230 of the 750 walk/other trips would be bicycle trips.


Proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would connect to existing bicycle lanes to the west, as well as to the planned bicycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The entrance to the project’s parking garage and loading area on 16th Street would be located at the all-way stop-controlled intersection of Illinois/16th, which would minimize the potential for conflicts between bicyclists traveling on 16th Street and vehicles entering and exiting the garage.


Convention Event Scenario. Similar to the No Event scenario, bicycle parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed 111 Class 1 and 375 Class 2 bicycle parking spaces. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, a portion of the 2,098 walk/other person trips would be bicycle trips, with 1,484 of these being convention event shuttle/taxi trips, 614 being walk trips, and 265 being other trips, including bicycles, with the majority being bicycle trips. Depending on the size of the convention event, the enclosed bicycle parking center may be staffed, and therefore the 300 bicycle parking spaces within the enclosed bicycle parking center would be considered Class 1 spaces. Bicycle circulation and access would be similar to the No Event scenario. For convention events, when Moscone Center event shuttle buses are anticipated to transport attendees to and from the project site, passenger loading/unloading would occur on 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, adjacent to the north curb within the westbound bicycle lane. When the north curb of 16th Street is used for passenger loading/unloading, the on-street parking located between the curb bicycle lane and the travel lane would be subject to tow-away restrictions, and bicyclists would travel between the stopped buses and the travel lane (i.e., within the area designated for parking) and bicyclists would be permitted full use of the adjacent travel lane. 


Basketball Game Scenario. The number of bicycle trips was estimated for the basketball game (i.e., bicycle modes as a separate mode is not available for other project uses). For weekday evening basketball games, there would be about 360 attendees accessing the site by bicycling, while on Saturdays, there would be about 270 attendees accessing the site by bicycling. This would be in addition to the bicycle trips generated by the office, retail, and restaurant uses (about 50 to 80 person trips during the peak hours).


Prior to an event, bicycle access to the project site would be similar to the No Event scenario, and would occur primarily from Terry A. Francois Boulevard and 16th Street. A basketball game would result in an increase in vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians in the project area, which would result in an increased potential for conflicts. Implementation of the TMP strategies, such as posting of PCOs, would reduce potential conflicts. Nevertheless, prior to and following events, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, and some bicyclists may shift to other streets (e.g., from Third Street to Fourth Street or to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard), however, bicycle access would be maintained. During events, PCOs would be stationed at key intersections adjacent to the project site to facilitate vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows. Specifically, PCOs are proposed to be stationed at the intersection of 16th Street at Third, Illinois and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on South Street at Third, Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


Before the end of the game, temporary lane or street closures would be implemented on Third Street and 16th Street that would affect bicycle access. The northbound travel lanes on Third Street would be closed to vehicles and bicycles in order to facilitate pedestrian access to the Third Street light rail platforms within the median, and to reduce conflicts between vehicles on Third Street and the Muni Special Event shuttles traveling on 16th Street from the project site. Bicyclists traveling on northbound Third Street would need to detour to Terry A. Francois Boulevard or Fourth Street to continue northbound. 


Sixteenth Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be closed to vehicular traffic to facilitate Muni Special Event Shuttle operations. On-street parking would not be permitted, with the exception of media trucks on the north curb of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets. As bicycle valet parking would be accessed from the north sidewalk along this segment of 16th Street, a plan would be developed to direct departing bicyclists towards the signalized intersection of Terry A. Francois/16th Street, where they can safely mount their bicycles. On the section of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, the north curb (i.e., the proposed bicycle lane) would be utilized for staging of the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle, and therefore bicyclists traveling westbound on 16th Street in this section would not have access to the bicycle lane. On these event days, a temporary bicycle lane would be provided within the street, delineated with cones, that would provide a clear path of travel for bicyclists on this section of 16th Street.


At the intersection of Illinois/16th, vehicles would be exiting the project garage and would be continuing southbound on Illinois Street or turning right onto westbound 16th Street, the Muni Special Event Van Ness Avenue Shuttle would be traveling westbound on 16th Street, and the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would be turning left from northbound Illinois Street onto 16th Street westbound (passenger loading for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART Shuttle would occur on the east side of Illinois Street south of 16th Street). A PCO would be stationed at this location to facilitate these vehicle movement, as well as direct pedestrians across 16th Street. At the approach to Third Street, all transit shuttles, vehicles, and bicyclists would be directed to continue westbound across Third Street (i.e., no left or right turns would be permitted). Bicyclists traveling in this section between Illinois and Third Streets would be within the bicycle lane, and would continue through into the existing bicycle lane on 16th Street west of Third Street. As noted above, vehicles and bicyclists would not be permitted to turn right into the closed portion of Third Street north of 16th Street. It is not anticipated that the media trucks parked within the north curb parking lane between Third and Illinois Streets during events would affect bicycle lane operations in this section as media trucks typically leave the event center between 11:30 p.m. and midnight (i.e., after most attendees would have departed the event center). As noted above, on this segment of 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets, the 6foot wide bicycle lane would be located adjacent to the 8-foot wide curb parking lane. Media trucks would likely depart the staging area after most event attendees depart the event center.


Other Events. Bicycle conditions during other events at the project site would be similar to or better than described above for the Basketball Game scenario, which assessed the maximum attendance event, and which is also representative of conditions for sell-out evening concert events. TMP measures, such as street closures for events with more than 14,000 attendees, would not be required for many of the other events. For small events when charter buses are anticipated to bring attendees to the project site, charter bus loading/unloading would occur on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. On-street parking would be restricted in this segment, and bicyclists would travel within the parking lane, or would share the adjacent travel lane with vehicles. Bicycle travel in the project vicinity would be accommodated within the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities. As for large events, during smaller events PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. 


Overall, it is anticipated that the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities would be well utilized, and it is not expected that the additional vehicle, bicycle or pedestrian trips associated with the proposed project would result in significant impacts on bicyclists. It is possible that increased congestion associated with the proposed project, primarily during post-event conditions, could result in an increased potential for vehicular-bicycle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts, however, it would not increase to a level that would adversely affect bicycle facilities in the area. At some locations, bicycle access may become more difficult due to heavier vehicle and pedestrian volumes, however bicycle access would be maintained. Implementation of proposed TMP measures during events would facilitate bicycle access and minimize conflicts. Thus, for these reasons, the impacts of the proposed project on bicycle facilities and circulation would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to bicycles within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycle conditions are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Loading Impacts


Impact TR-8: The proposed project’s loading demand would be accommodated within the proposed on-site loading facilities or proposed adjacent on-street commercial loading spaces, and would not create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, bicyclists, or pedestrians under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant) 


Truck Freight and Service Vehicle Loading/Unloading


Proposed project truck and service vehicle loading impacts would be the same for conditions without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park.


Loading Supply. The proposed project includes 13 truck loading spaces with a loading area in the first below-grade level of the garage, separate from the vehicle parking garage, as shown on Figure 3-7 in Chapter 3. The loading area would be accessed via a dedicated 24-foot wide driveway on 16th Street at Illinois Street (adjacent to the driveway into the vehicle parking garage). Four loading spaces would serve the two commercial towers (i.e., two loading spaces per tower), two loading spaces would serve the retail and restaurant uses, and seven loading spaces would serve the event center. The loading spaces would be 10 feet wide by 35 feet in length and with a 14-foot vertical clearance, with the exception of five of the seven event center loading spaces that would be 75 feet in length to accommodate semi-trailer trucks. The number and size of the loading spaces for the event center was based on experience at the existing arena in Oakland. Separate trash compactor areas for the various components of the project would be provided within the loading area.


In addition to the on-site below-grade loading area, 17 on-street commercial loading spaces would be provided on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space) to serve the office uses and the restaurant and retail uses at the Market Hall. Overall, the proposed project would have 30 commercial loading spaces serving the project uses. 


Loading Demand. As indicated in Table 5.2-27, the proposed project would generate about 400 truck trips per day, with the majority of the trips related to the office and restaurant uses. The office, retail, and restaurant uses would generate a loading space demand of 17 loading spaces during an average hour, and 21 loading spaces during the peak hour. The peak loading space demand would be met by the six on-site loading spaces dedicated to office, retail and restaurant uses, and the 17 on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street (eight spaces), on Terry A. Francois Boulevard (eight spaces), and on 16th Street (one space). 


During events, the event center would generate an additional demand for seven loading spaces during the average and peak hour of loading activities. As noted in Table 5.2-27, this loading demand is for non-Golden State Warriors events, which would generate a greater number of delivery and service vehicle trips. Based on information obtained from the project sponsor for the existing Oracle arena, truck deliveries would occur a day before a game, and would be distributed over the entire day. Television trucks would arrive in advance of events to allow for appropriate set-up and to avoid peak travel periods. Television trucks staging would be located on the north curb (i.e., within the parking lane) of 16th Street adjacent to the project side, between Third Street and the driveway into the project garage. The staging area would be used for loading/unloading on the days leading to a game.


The loading demand would be accommodated within the seven loading spaces dedicated to the event center. The majority of these delivery trucks would make their deliveries in advance of events to avoid peak travel periods. Vendors would be notified by the arena management of appropriate delivery times.


As noted above, separate trash, recycling and compost areas for the various components (e.g., South Street Tower, 16th Street Tower, event center, Market Hall) of the project would be provided within the below-grade loading area in the vicinity of the loading spaces. Trash associated with all land uses, including the ground floor retail and restaurant uses, would be accommodated within these on-site trash area, and Recology collection trucks would access the on-site loading area for pickup (i.e., no trash bins would be taken to the edge of the sidewalk).


The proposed loading facilities would be sufficient to accommodate projected demand, and therefore, the impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Passenger Loading/Unloading


Proposed accommodation for passenger loading/unloading for conditions without and with an event at the project site are included in the proposed project’s TMP. Figure 5.2-9 presents the curb regulations for No Event conditions. In general, the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street would have metered on-street parking, with areas reserved for the Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, taxi zones, commercial loading/unloading spaces, and a paratransit stop. On days with events at the project site, on-street parking would be restricted at certain locations prior the start of the event to accommodate the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and passenger loading/unloading demand. 


No Event. Under the No Event scenario, passenger loading/unloading would be accommodated within a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length on South Street east of the parking garage entrance/exit. The Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop (about 60 feet in length) would also be located on South Street east of Third Street. 


Convention and Small Events. During conventions and small events, passenger loading/ unloading would be accommodated in multiple locations: taxi zones would be provided adjacent to the project site on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 300 feet in length) and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (about 200 feet in length). On Terry A. Francois Boulevard, a dedicated passenger loading/unloading zone about 140 feet in length would be provided midblock for private auto drop-off and pick-up. The designated Moscone Center event shuttle bus loading/unloading, and charter buses loading/unloading for other events, would be on the north curb of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (about 600 feet in length). About six buses could be accommodated within this zone at any one time. The Moscone Center event shuttle buses operate on a “bump system” in which a waiting bus leaves the curb when another bus from the same route arrives. Six event shuttle bus routes currently serve the Moscone Center. It is not anticipated that more than the maximum level of event shuttle buses for the Moscone Center would be required to accommodate attendees arriving by event shuttle buses. In the event that additional curb is needed for event shuttle bus or charter bus loading/unloading activities, additional curb frontage on 16th Street between Third and Illinois Streets could be made available by temporarily restricting on-street parking.


Basketball Game and Large Events. During large events, the roadway and curb management controls depicted on Figure 5.2-12 for pre-event condition, and Figure 5.2-13 for post-event conditions would be implemented. In particular, the following temporary curb regulations would be implemented about two hours prior to the event to accommodate the projected passenger loading/unloading demand: 


· Two taxi zones would be provided: on South Street between Bridgeview Way and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (300 feet), and on Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of South Street (200 feet).


· Passenger loading/unloading zone approximately 340 feet in length would be provided on Terry A. Francois Boulevard for passenger loading/unloading. The proposed permanent paratransit stop (75 feet in length) on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would not be affected during events.


· Prior to an event, the Muni Special Event Transbay Terminal/Ferry Building Shuttle stop would be on South Street adjacent to the project site, west of the proposed Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop, while the shuttle stop for the Muni Special Event 16th Street BART and Van Ness Avenue shuttle routes would be on the south side of 16th Street (i.e., across the street from the project site) between Third and Illinois Streets.


· A pedicab passenger loading/unloading area would be provided on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard adjacent to the planned two-way cycletrack and immediately south of 16th Street.


Before the end of an event, temporary travel lane closures would be implemented on northbound Third Street between Mariposa Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, on South Street between Third Street and the entry to the 450 South Street parking garage, on 16th Street between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and on northbound Illinois Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets. The temporary lane closures are anticipated to be in place for approximately 30 to 45 minutes after the end of the event, or until vehicular traffic dissipates and most event attendees taking transit have boarded. 


The proposed traffic lane closures would facilitate passenger transit boardings on Third Street (Muni Metro and Muni bus shuttles), South Street (TMA bus shuttles), Illinois Street (Muni bus shuttles), and 16th Street (Muni bus shuttles) in a safe and expeditious manner, avoiding conflicts with vehicles.


Thus, passenger loading/unloading demand would be distributed to Third Street (including the two northbound traffic lanes at the end of an event), South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, which would reduce potential for crowding at the adjacent sidewalks and walkways. As noted in Impact TR-6, the propose project would include setbacks along all four sides of the project site that would further reduce the potential for pedestrian crowding. Therefore, impacts on passenger loading/unloading would be less than significant.


Summary of Impact TR-8, Loading Impacts


Overall, the proposed project would implement numerous improvements that would facilitate freight/service vehicle and pedestrian loading/unloading conditions and promote safety in the project vicinity. The number of proposed on-site loading spaces would be adequate to meet the expected freight/service vehicle demand associated with the project uses. The proposed project TMP for event conditions would manage pre- and post-event pedestrian loading/unloading operations along Third, South, 16th and Illinois Streets, as well as along Terry Francois Boulevard. As a result, the proposed project’s impact on freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading operations would be less than significant, Improvement Measure I-TR-8, Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan is provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


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


As an improvement measure to reduce potential conflicts between driveway operations, including loading activities, and pedestrians, bicycles and vehicles on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, the project sponsor shall prepare a Loading Operations Plan, and submit the plan for review and approval by the OCII, or its designee, and the SFMTA. As appropriate, the Loading Operations Plan shall be periodically reviewed by the sponsor, the OCII or its designee, and SFMTA and revised if feasible to more appropriately respond to changes in street or circulation conditions. 


The Loading Operations Plan shall include a set of guideline related to the operation of the on-site and on-street loading facilities, as well as large truck curbside access guidelines; it would also specify driveway attendant responsibilities to minimize truck queuing and/or substantial conflicts between project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos. Elements of the Loading Operations Plan could include:


1. Commercial loading activities within on-street commercial loading spaces on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard should comply with all posted time limits and all other posted restrictions.


1. Double parking or any form of illegal parking or loading should not be permitted on any streets adjacent to the project site, and particularly on 16th Street which would include a bicycle lane. Working with the SFMTA Parking Control Officers, building management should ensure that no loading activities occur within the bicycle lanes on 16th Street. 


1. All move-in and move-out activities for commercial office uses should be coordinated by building management, and, in the event that moving trucks cannot be accommodated within the below-grade loading area, building management should obtain a reserved curbside permit from the SFMTA in advance of move-in or move-out activities. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, bicyclists, transit and autos, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to loading within Mission Bay, and did not require any mitigation measures. Because the project was determined to have a less-than-significant impact related to freight/service vehicles or passenger loading impacts, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the facts discussed above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


_________________________


Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact TR-9a to TR-9d: The proposed project could result in significant impacts on UCSF Helipad operations under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding impacts of the proposed project on the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-10: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


No Event


Emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be extended from Illinois Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard (generally two westbound and two eastbound lanes), and emergency vehicle access from the west and south to the project site would be enhanced. In addition, as part of the Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan, Terry A. Francois Boulevard will be relocated to the west, to be directly adjacent to the project (two northbound and two southbound travel lanes, a two-way cycle track on the east side of the street, and on-street parking on both sides of the street), which would also enhance emergency vehicle access to the site. Emergency vehicles would continue to access the site from Third Street from north and south of the site, including from the new fire station at Mission Rock Street via either Third Street or Terry A. Francois Boulevard, as well as from the west via 16th Street. With implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, one of the two mixed-flow lanes in each direction on 16th Street between Seventh and Third Streets will be converted to a curbside transit-only lane, and emergency vehicles are permitted to use transit-only lanes, if needed.


Development of the project site, and associated increases in vehicles, pedestrians, and bicycle travel would not substantially affect emergency vehicle access to other buildings and areas within Mission Bay, including the UCSF campus. The new UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 opened in February 2015, and contains an emergency room and urgent care center for the UCSF Children’s Hospital at the southern end of the hospital complex, with access from Fourth Street, north of Mariposa Street. Access to the Fourth Street urgent care center is directly from Mariposa Street, or from Owens Street via the Southern Connector Road (an internal road within the Medical Center campus site that provides access between the south Medical Center entrance and the parking facilities). Owens Street can be accessed from 16th Street, the I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Mariposa Street. As part of Phase 1 of the UCSF Medical Center, a number of roadway improvements were implemented, that will enhance access to UCSF and the critical hospital services, including extending Owens Street between Mariposa and 16th Streets, widening of Mariposa Street to five lanes, installation of a new signal at the Mariposa Street and Owens Street intersection, and a new signal at Mariposa Street at the I-280 northbound off-ramp. As described in Impact TR-2, under existing plus project conditions for the No Event scenario, the majority of the study intersections in the vicinity of the project site and the UCSF Medical Center Phase 1 are projected to operate at the same LOS as under existing conditions, and therefore the proposed project would not result in a substantial increases in vehicle delay for emergency vehicles or other persons accessing the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles.


With Event


Pre-event and post-event vehicular traffic destined to the on-site garage containing 950 parking spaces would be managed to minimize impacts on UCSF facilities. The TMP for the event center includes strategies to provide attendees with suggested driving routes to and from the garage. Examples of strategies include website, emails, and smart phone applications. For example, during pre-game conditions, attendees driving from the south of the project site exiting at the I280 northbound off-ramp would be directed to use Mariposa Street, rather than Owens Street and 16th Street, to reduce congestion during UCSF’s shift changes. For post-event, attendees destined to the south would be encouraged to use Mariposa, Illinois or Third Streets, and not 16th or Owens Streets, to access the I-280 southbound on-ramp. As specified in the TMP, the pre-event and post-event recommended routes would be subject to revision based on monitoring during the first year of operation. 


Event attendees driving to the site would park within the on-site parking garage containing 950 spaces, as well as in multiple parking facilities in the vicinity of the project site. The majority of the parking spaces available to event attendees would be located to the north of the project site, with the majority located in Lot A. However, it is anticipated that event attendees would also park within UCSF facilities to the west and southwest of the project site. Thus, travel to and from the event center would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of traffic associated with an event, particularly following an event. 


During pre-event and post-event conditions, up to 17 PCOs would be stationed at up to 17 locations to direct and facilitate vehicular and pedestrian travel. Locations where PCOs would be stationed in the vicinity of the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and urgent care facility include the intersections of Third/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp/Owens (pre-game only), Mariposa/Third, Mariposa/Illinois, and 16th/Owens (post-game only). No roadway closures are proposed for pre-event conditions for any events. For events that necessitate closure of the northbound travel lanes of Third Street between 16th and South Streets (generally events with 14,000 or more attendees) for post-game conditions for a period of one to two hours depending on the size of the event, emergency vehicles traveling on Third Street southbound would not be affected, and if necessary, emergency vehicles traveling northbound on Third Street would be permitted to continue through the closed segment between 16th and South Streets, as PCOs would be able to remove the temporary barriers. Alternately, emergency vehicles would also be able to travel northbound within the southbound lanes on Third Street. The Event Center Transportation Coordinator would provide emergency service providers, including the fire stations and UCSF facilities, with a list of dates and times during which temporary closure of Third Street would be required following an event. Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


In addition, as described above, with implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street west of Third Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access.


Also see Impact TR-2 regarding traffic conditions at study intersections for pre-game and post-game conditions.


Summary of Impact TR-10, Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained, as would emergency access for persons traveling to the emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


While the proposed project’s impact on emergency vehicle access would be less than significant, the following improvement measures are provided for consideration by City decision makers to further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to emergency vehicle access.


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan


As an improvement measure to enhance access for emergency vehicles and other visitors to the UCSF Children’s Hospital emergency room and parking facilities at the UCSF Medical Center, the project sponsor shall work with UCSF to develop and implement a UCSF emergency vehicle access and garage signage plan for I-280 and Mariposa, Owens, and 16th Streets to reflect desirable access routes for UCSF and event center access. 


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping Study


As an improvement measure to enhance access to the UCSF Medical Center Children’s Hospital, the project sponsor shall conduct a traffic engineering study to evaluate potential changes to the travel lane configuration on Mariposa Street between the I-280 ramps and Fourth Street. The study, to be conducted in coordination with UCSF and SFMTA, would determine if the eastbound left turn lane into Fourth Street/UCSF passenger loading/unloading and emergency vehicle entrance to the UCSF Children’s Hospital could be extended west from its existing length of about 150 feet to provide for additional queuing area. 


Implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would provide advance direction for drivers and would reduce the potential for conflicts between vehicles destined to the emergency room and vehicles traveling eastbound on Mariposa Street, and would not result in any secondary transportation-related impacts.


Comparison of Impact TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address emergency vehicle access as a distinct transportation topic. However, as discussed in the Initial Study, the Mission Bay FSEIR Community Services and Utilities impacts section determined that the Mission Bay Plan would potentially significantly increase demand for fire protection services in the Mission Bay Plan area, and that a new fire station and additional fire department personnel and equipment, including a Hazardous Materials Unit, would be required in the Mission Bay South Plan area at build-out in order to facilitate access in the event of a major emergency, and maintain adequate levels of service. The Mission Bay FSEIR also indicated the Mission Bay Plan would increase demand for a new police station and additional police protection personnel. The Mission Bay Plan included the provision of land at the corner of Third Street and Mission Rock Street in the Mission Bay Plan area for a new police/fire station. The Mission Bay FSEIR determined that with implementation of Mitigation Measures M.6a (Construct New Fire Station) and M.6b (Provide New Engine Company) to ensure funding for additional fire protection personnel, equipment and fire station, impacts to fire protection services would be less than significant. Construction of the new Public Safety Building at Third and Mission Rock Streets is complete and the facility began operations in early 2015, which satisfies the requirements of these mitigation measures. 


Also please refer to Initial Study Impact HZ-3 regarding the project’s impact on the City’s Emergency Response Plan in an event of a catastrophic event (e.g., and earthquake), and Section 5.12, Public Services, in this SEIR regarding potential impacts on law enforcement and fire protection services.


_________________________


Conditions With a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Impacts TR-11 through TR-17 present the impact evaluation for traffic, transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency vehicle access for conditions with an event at the proposed event center overlapping with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the San Francisco Giants ballpark was under construction, and therefore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not include a separate analysis of conditions with baseball games. Instead, the Mission Bay FSEIR summarized the transportation impact analysis as contained within the San Francisco Giants Ballpark at China Basin EIR. The Mission Bay FSEIR indicated that the Ballpark EIR determined that the mitigation measures to address significant transportation impacts before and after games would be defined as part of a Ballpark Transportation Management Plan prepared by the Giants in coordination with a Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee. Therefore, this group of impacts does not include a comparison of impact conclusions with the Mission Bay FSEIR.


The proposed project would result in an increase in the number of large events occurring in the Mission Bay area, and some of these events would overlap with the SF Giants baseball games at AT&T Park that occur generally between April and the end of September. This would result in about 32 days per year—and up to about 40 days under rare circumstances— with intersection LOS as described below for weekday and Saturday conditions (the SF Giants season has 46 weekday and 6 weekend evening games scheduled for the 2015 season). Based on league schedules and concert scheduling as described above and in Chapter 3, Project Description, Table 3-3, it is estimated that in a typical year, on average, about nine large events at the event center (i.e., two basketball games and seven concerts with average attendance of 12,500 or more attendees) could overlap with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. If either or both teams make it to their respective championships, the number of large events overlapping could moderately increase; however, it is unlikely that this scenario would occur on a regular basis. See Section 5.2.5.3 above for discussion of potential overlap of proposed project events with a SF Giants evening game.


Traffic Impacts


Impact TR-11: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at multiple intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Because a portion of the events at the proposed event center would overlap with SF Giants evening games, the traffic impact analysis at the study intersections was also conducted for the Basketball Game scenario for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park for the four analysis hours. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. Table 5.2-47 and Figure 5.2-19 present the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening intersection LOS conditions, while Table 5.2-48 and Figure 5.2-20 present the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. As indicated in the tables and figures, a number of intersections currently are controlled by PCOs pre-game and post-game, and it is assumed that these intersections would continue to be PCO controlled during SF Giants games. These would be in addition to the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants games. See Section 5.2.3.8 for a description of the existing transportation management measures that are in force during SF Giants games. Due to the restricted access on the Third and Fourth Street bridges, no project-generated vehicles were assumed to travel northbound on the Third and Fourth Street bridges during overlapping events. Project-generated vehicles would instead be directed west and south to avoid roadway closures and congestion on Third Street near Lot A and AT&T Park. During overlapping events, the TMP indicates that a PCO would be stationed at the intersection of Fourth/16th to discourage use of this street except for local access.






table 5.2-47
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF GIANTS Evening game – Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			60.7


			E


			60.7


			E


			41.1


			D


			54.3


			D





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			62.4


			E


			66.7


			E


			33.1


			C


			> 80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			51.7


			D


			50.0


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.5


			B


			11.4


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.3


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.5


			C


			56.9


			E


			15.0


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			10.4 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			25.1


			C


			27.3


			C


			< 10


			A


			22.5


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			16.9


			B


			--


			--


			18.3


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			14.1 (nb)


			B


			13.8 (nb)


			B


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			12.5 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.4


			D


			39.3


			D


			12.8


			B


			24.7


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.7


			C


			70.9


			E


			14.0


			B


			18.0


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			49.2


			D


			71.6


			E


			10.1


			B


			22.2


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			28.0


			C


			69.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			27.6 (eb)


			D


			26.8


			C


			< 10 (eb)


			A


			51.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			35.4


			C


			44.9


			D


			26.9


			C


			34.6


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.4


			B


			16.0


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			21.6


			C


			22.1


			C


			16.2


			B


			19.7


			B





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			10.9


			B


			10.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			44.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			32.3


			C


			31.9


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-48
Intersection Level of Service – Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game – Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project – Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			77.1


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			47.3


			D


			>80


			F


			22.2


			C


			22.2


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			24.9


			C


			> 80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			11.5


			B


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			21.2


			C


			>80


			F


			12.5


			B


			> 80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			11.5 (eb)


			B


			< 10


			A


			12.9 (eb)


			B


			41.2


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			21.8


			C


			>80


			F


			11.5


			B


			< 10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			--


			--


			19.4


			B


			--


			--


			22.2


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.7 (nb)


			B


			19.7 (nb)


			C


			< 10 (nb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			28.9


			C


			18.3


			B


			33.5


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			19.7


			B


			23.7


			C


			15.1


			B


			22.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			22.0


			C


			54.8


			D


			11.5


			B


			33.6


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			75.6


			E


			>80


			F


			25.6


			C


			29.6


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			15.1 (eb)


			B


			75.6


			E


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			34.9


			C


			47.6


			D


			PCO controlled


			PCO controlled





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			12.0


			B


			17.2


			B


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			20.2


			C


			59.9


			E


			17.2


			B


			24.4


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.2


			B


			24.6


			C





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			32.2


			C


			33.0


			C


			35.3


			D


			35.1


			D








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/South signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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During the weekday p.m. peak hour with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the additional vehicle trips generated under the Basketball Game scenario would worsen the intersection LOS conditions at the intersections of Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Owens/16th from LOS D or better to LOS E conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the four intersections that currently operate at LOS E or LOS F during the weekday p.m. peak hour with a SF Giants evening game (i.e., Fifth/King/I-280, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound offramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th). At the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 and Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, and project-related traffic impacts at these intersections would be considered less than significant. At the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp and Seventh/Mississippi/16th, the proposed project would contribute to the LOS E or LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact.


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional vehicle trips associated with the proposed project would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F conditions, or from LOS E to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp that currently operates at LOS F during the weekday evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the weekday late evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, the additional project vehicle trips would worsen the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better, with the exception of the intersection of Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp which currently operate at LOS F during the weekday late evening peak hour with a SF Giants evening game, for which the Basketball Game scenario was determined not to contribute considerably to the existing LOS F conditions, and traffic impacts at this intersection would be considered less than significant. 


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, with the additional vehicle trips generated, the intersection LOS at the intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th would worsen from LOS D or better to LOS F conditions, and this would be considered a significant traffic impact. All other signalized study intersections would continue to operate at LOS D or better. 


Thus, with overlapping evening events, additional study intersections from those identified in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants game, would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. Existing plus project conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in significant traffic impacts at ten study intersections not currently subject to PCO control during a SF Giants evening game. These include:


1. King/Fifth/I-280 ramps (weekday evening)


1. Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp (weekday late evening)


1. Third/South (weekday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening, Saturday evening)


1. Fourth/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Owens/16th (weekday p.m.)


1. Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street (weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening)


1. Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp (weekday evening)


The intersections of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th were identified as project-specific impacts in Impact TR-2, while the intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Third/South, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp would be additional significant impacts resulting from overlapping evening events. The proposed project’s TMP identifies PCOs at the intersections of Third/South, Owens/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 ramps for pre-event and post-event conditions to manage traffic (see Figure 5.2-11).


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park (i.e., about 32 overlapping events per year, but in rare circumstances there could be as many as 40 in one year - the analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year), intersections in the project vicinity would become more congested prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at the ten study intersections of King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th Street, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Regular Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic impacts at these intersections and would not result in secondary transportation impacts, but would not improve intersection LOS to LOS D or better. Thus, traffic impacts at the ten study intersections would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation. 


In addition to the mitigation measures describe above, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, would require the project sponsor to continue to work with the City to seek additional feasible mitigation measures to reduce transportation impacts. The feasibility of these measures has not been determined. One strategy involves the potential use of off-site parking lot(s) south of the event center and provision of shuttles to the event center if the location of off-site parking is not walking distance to the event center. If this strategy were to become feasible, the City would identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to an approximately 750 additional parking spaces (for a total of approximately 1,000 spaces) during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees or for other circumstances if needed, and the project sponsor shall provide free shuttles from such off-site parking lot(s) to the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway (i.e., six shuttles per hour) before and after events. Preliminary discussions with the Port have identified potential parking lot locations at an area northwest of Pier 70 in the vicinity of the intersection of Illinois/19th and an area near Pier 80 referred to as the Western Pacific site. These locations are approximate only and subject to change based on a variety of factors including, but not limited to, proximity to the event center, infrastructure and development cost, and availability. In addition, any specific locations identified for this purpose would be subject to subsequent review, design, and approvals that may involve both local and State agencies.


Given the current uncertainties regarding the availability, location, and size of one or more off-site parking lots, the effectiveness of this strategy cannot be quantified at this time. However, it should be noted that if such an off-site parking lot(s) were to be determined to be feasible, it is possible that use of this off-site parking could reduce traffic impacts in the project vicinity. But drivers who may use these potential additional parking facilities could travel along different routes, which could result in significant traffic impacts south of the project site such as along Third Street, Cesar Chavez Street, 25th Street or other streets that may be used as access to or from affected freeway on-ramps and off-ramps and approaches in the vicinity of the parking lot(s). Mitigation for such traffic impacts may be available depending on the areas affected. Standard mitigation techniques that could be employed involve temporal or permanent removal of on-street parking to accommodate traffic flow, addition of stop signs or traffic signals, adjustment to signal timing where signals exist, addition of dedicated turn lanes or turning lane traffic indicators if the physical constraints of the intersection or adjoining streets could accommodate such changes, and other available traffic control devices. These measures could be implemented where feasible to maintain a LOS D or better. Similar physical or geometric constraints to fully mitigating traffic impacts may also be applicable at affected freeway on-ramps, off-ramps and approaches. However, due to the physical limitations of the City's street grid, land may not be available for City purchase that would allow for the expansion of street width to accommodate additional travel lanes or other design techniques to achieve the standard of LOS D or better, and City policies disfavor expansion of roadway capacity in order to achieve the City's Transit First and other goals that attempt to limit private vehicle use. Consequently, it cannot be determined at this time, until a site-specific analysis of the identified parking lot(s) is conducted, what mitigation measures may be available for affected areas, and then whether the measures would be feasible given the physical constraints of the street network and the availability of funding to implement the measures. Under the circumstances, the City would implement those measures that it deems feasible to achieve a LOS D or better in the affected areas, but regardless, secondary traffic impacts associated with Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c, Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events, involving the use of one or more off-site parking lot(s) at this time would be considered potentially significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


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


As a mitigation measure to manage traffic flows and minimize congestion associated with overlapping events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be expanded to include additional PCOs that shall be deployed to the following intersections where the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts, as conditions warrant during events: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, and Seventh/Mississippi/16th. The PCO Supervisor shall make the determination where the additional PCOs would be located, based on field conditions during an event. This measure shall be implemented in coordination with Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee


As a mitigation measure to optimize effectiveness of the transportation management strategies for day-to-day operations and events in the Mission Bay area, at AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay campus, and the proposed project, the project sponsor shall actively participate as a member of the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee in order to evaluate and plan for operations of all three facilities (i.e., AT&T Park, UCSF Mission Bay Campus, and the proposed event center). This committee would, among other roles, serve as a single point for coordination of transportation management strategies. 


The Transportation Coordinating Committee shall consult on changes to and expansion of transit services, and for developing and implementing strategies within their purview that address transportation issues and conflicts as they arise. In addition, the committee shall serve as a liaison for operation of the facilities, monitoring conditions, and addressing community issues related to events and the project sponsor shall make good faith efforts to notify the committee regarding events.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events


The project sponsor shall work with the City to pursue and implement, if feasible, additional strategies to reduce transportation impacts associated with overlapping events at AT&T Park and the proposed event center. These strategies could include the following:


· The project sponsor shall exercise best efforts to avoid scheduling non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees that start or end within 60 minutes of the start or end (respectively) of events at AT&T Park. It is acknowledged however that it may not be feasible to consistently predict the ending time for baseball games at AT&T Park.


· When overlapping non-Golden State Warriors events of 12,500 or more event center attendees and evening SF Giants games cannot be avoided through commercially reasonable efforts, the project sponsor shall negotiate with the event promoter as feasible to stagger start times such that the event headliner starts no earlier than 8:30 p.m.


· The City shall identify one or more off-site parking lot(s) on Port of San Francisco or other lands to the south of the event center to provide approximately 250 additional parking spaces for all events and up to approximately 750 additional parking spaces for use during dual events of 12,500 or more event center attendees (for a total of approximately 1,000 additional off-site parking spaces). The project sponsor shall: (1) acquire sufficient rights for the use of such parking lot(s) through lease, purchase, or other means as necessary; (2) pay its fare-share contribution towards any improvements required for the use of such parking lot(s), including but not limited to grading, paving, striping, fencing, lighting, drainage, stormwater pollution prevention measures, curb cuts, and ramps; and (3) provide free shuttles to the event center from such off-site parking lot(s) that are more than ¼-mile from the event center on a maximum 10-minute headway before and after events. 


______________________


Impact TR-12: The proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Table 5.2-49 presents the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, while Table 5.2-50 presents the weekday evening and late evening peak hour conditions. The analysis represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of vehicle trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on intersection operating conditions. 


table 5.2-49
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF GIANTS Evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			35


			E


			36


			E


			25


			C


			25


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			32


			D


			27


			C


			35


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			36


			E


			36


			E


			17


			B


			17


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			29


			D


			31


			D


			18


			B


			26


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			31


			D


			32


			D


			14


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-50
Freeway ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			D


			28


			D


			23


			C


			27


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			32


			D


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			29


			D


			37


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			D


			26


			D


			21


			C


			27


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			30


			D


			--


			F


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			26


			C


			27


			C


			18


			B


			24


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












The proposed project under the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would result in a significant impact at the I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison Street during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., attendees driving to San Francisco from the East Bay), and at the I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., attendees driving to the event center and AT&T Park from the south of the project site). The proposed project would also result in a significant impact at the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant Street during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., attendees returning to the East Bay).


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the other ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F under existing conditions (i.e., the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, or the I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant during the weekday p.m., weekday evening, and Saturday evening peak hours), and therefore, traffic impacts at these ramp locations would be considered less than significant.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific impacts at three freeway ramp locations, including:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (weekday evening, Saturday evening) 


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


As discussed in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramps and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way, and other potential measures would not adequately address the short-term peak travel patterns associated with special events. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would encourage non-auto modes of travel to the event center through parking pricing, provide additional off-site parking facilities to the south of the project site, and enhance regional transit access to the area, which would reduce the project traffic increase on regional freeway mainline and ramps. However, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events is uncertain, and the reduction in vehicle trips would not reduce impacts related to freeway ramp operations to less-than-significant levels. Thus, for these reasons, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Transit Impacts


Impact TR-13: The proposed project could result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The transit analysis represents conditions for overlapping high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of transit trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on transit ridership and capacity utilization conditions. With overlapping evening events at the event center and AT&T Park, additional capacity on the T Third would be provided pre-game as currently occurs for SF Giants games, but overlapping evening events at both venues would cause the weekday evening capacity utilization of 93 percent for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game (see Impact TR-4) to increase further, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events, and this would be considered a significant impact. With overlapping evening events, the Muni Special Event Shuttles to the event center would continue to accommodate project demand as these shuttles would primarily serve the proposed event center attendees. 


During the weekday evening peak hour with overlapping evening events, it is anticipated that if overlapping events end at similar times, the demand for T Third service would exceed the available capacity, and this would be an additional impact for overlapping events (Impact TR-4 did not identify a significant impact on light rail operations during the weekday late evening).


During the Saturday evening peak hour with overlapping events, similar peak arrivals for similar start times (e.g., 7:15 p.m. for a SF Giants evening game, and 7:30 p.m. for a Golden State Warriors game), would result in the ridership demand exceeding the capacity of the T Third, and this would be considered a significant impact. While the analysis identifies a capacity shortfall during the Saturday evening peak hour for inbound trips, additional capacity would need to be provided for the late evening period for trips departing the event center and AT&T Park post-event.


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, transit demand would exceed the capacity prior to and following the events, and the proposed project would result in significant transit impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would minimize transit impacts. The additional Muni capacity would generally be within what is currently provided for SF Giants games and the additional capacity provided as part of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the proposed project. Implementation of the mitigation measure would ensure that Muni service would be provided to accommodate the T Third demand via Muni bus shuttles to AT&T Park and/or the proposed event center, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. Thus, with implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s transit impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate Muni transit demand to and from the project site and AT&T Park on the T Third light rail line during overlapping evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with the SFMTA to provide additional Muni light rail service and/or shuttle buses between key Market Street locations and the project. Examples of the additional service include Muni bus shuttles between Union Square and/or Montgomery BART/Muni station and the project site. The need for additional Muni service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Impact TR-14: The proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In general, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, because the peak direction of travel on regional transit operators is in the outbound direction (i.e., workers leaving downtown San Francisco), transit capacity would generally be available to accommodate inbound riders associated with the overlapping evening events. The number of attendees arriving for 7:15 or 7:30 p.m. start times during the weekday p.m. peak hour is low, as most attendees for both SF Giants and Golden State Warriors games arrive within an hour of the start time. As presented in Table 5.2-40 and Table 5.2-41 above, additional capacity is available on transit service providers from the East Bay and North Bay during the weekday p.m. and weekday evening peak hours, respectively.


As determined in Impact TR-5, during the weekday evening peak hour, the proposed project would exceed the Caltrain northbound capacity, and result in a significant transit impact. With a basketball game without an overlapping SF Giants game, the capacity utilization of Caltrain would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. With overlapping evening events, the transit demand from the South Bay would further increase, and thus increase the capacity utilization. Thus, similar to Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would result in a significant impact to Caltrain capacity. 


During the weekday late evening period, Caltrain currently provides an additional train for SF Giants evening games, and it is anticipated that this service would continue. The proposed project would add about 720 transit trips to Caltrain during the weekday late evening peak hour, which would not be accommodated within the existing and proposed special event service during overlapping evening events. Similar, as identified in Impact TR-5, overlapping evening events would further increase the capacity utilization of the North Bay service providers, resulting in significant impacts on Golden Gate Transit and WETA. During the weekday late evening following the end of a SF Giants evening game, BART occasionally provides additional capacity to accommodate the SF Giants post-game demand. With overlapping events, additional capacity would be required to accommodate the combined BART East Bay transit demand. Thus, the Basketball Game scenario, with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, would result in a significant transit impact at one additional regional transit service provider (i.e., BART) than for conditions without an overlapping evening event. Overall, under existing plus project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures remain uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service during Events (see Impact TR5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Bus and Ferry Service during Events (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events


As a mitigation measure to accommodate transit demand to the East Bay following weekday and weekend evening events, the project sponsor shall work with the Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee to coordinate with BART to provide additional service from San Francisco following weekday and weekend evening events. The additional East Bay BART service could be provided by operating longer trains. The need for additional BART service shall be based on characteristics of the overlapping events (e.g., event type, projected attendance levels, and anticipated start and end times).


_________________________


Pedestrian Impacts


Impact TR-15: The proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


A quantitative pedestrian analysis was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Proposed project impacts on pedestrians for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would be similar to or less than those identified in this analysis for a basketball game, as the Basketball Game scenario reflects the maximum attendance level for evening events. In addition, as noted in Impact TR-6 and Table 5.2-16, for small and large events at the proposed event center, PCOs would be posted at nearby intersections to manage pedestrian flows and reduce conflicts. Table 5.2-51 presents the results of the pedestrian LOS analysis for overlapping SF Giants and basketball evening game conditions for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours, while Table 5.2-52 presents this information for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours. 


table 5.2-51
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday PM and Saturday evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Weekday PM


			Saturday Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			294


			A


			155


			A


			714


			A


			11


			E





			


			South 


			144


			A


			16


			D


			421


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			1,045


			A


			52


			B


			1,502


			A


			20


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			814


			A


			68


			A


			1,594


			A


			40


			C





			


			South 


			370


			A


			61


			A


			973


			A


			34


			C





			


			East


			1,296


			A


			124


			A


			2,472


			A


			20


			D





			


			West


			351


			A


			81


			A


			1,102


			A


			40


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			126


			A


			--


			--


			34


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			73


			A


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			96


			A


			--


			--


			22


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			0.7


			B


			0.1


			A


			1.0


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.4


			A


			0.1


			A


			0.3


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			0.8


			B


			--


			--


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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












table 5.2-52
Pedestrian Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
with A SF Giants evening game - Weekday evening and late evening Peak Hours


			


			Analysis Location


			Evening


			Late Evening





			


			


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game


			Existing


			Existing plus Project - Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			401


			A


			10


			E


			--


			--


			4


			F





			


			South 


			150


			A


			3


			F


			--


			--


			5


			F





			


			East


			1,253


			A


			19


			D


			--


			--


			10


			E





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			764


			A


			40


			C


			--


			--


			30


			C





			


			South 


			590


			A


			39


			C


			--


			--


			33


			C





			


			East


			1,479


			A


			29


			C


			--


			--


			51


			B





			


			West


			313


			A


			54


			B


			--


			--


			76


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North 


			--


			--


			36


			C


			--


			--


			32


			C





			


			South 


			--


			--


			18


			D


			--


			--


			16


			D





			


			West


			--


			--


			24


			D


			--


			--


			21


			D





			Sidewalks


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.1


			A


			1.4


			B


			--


			--


			1.8


			B





			


			West


			0.3


			A


			0.6


			A


			--


			--


			0.7


			B





			South Street – South Side 


			--


			--


			1.7


			B


			--


			--


			2.3


			B





			16th Street – North Side 


			--


			--


			2.0


			A


			--


			--


			1.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








The pedestrian analysis for overlapping events represents conditions for high attendance events at both the proposed event center and at AT&T Park, which are estimated to occur, an average of nine times a year. For the remaining 23 days during which events at both facilities could overlap, the average attendance levels for the event center events is anticipated to be less than 12,500 attendees, and therefore, the number of pedestrian trips generated by the smaller event would be less, as would the impact on pedestrian conditions. 


Pedestrian conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-6. The existing parking lots on the project site are currently available for SF Giants evening game parking, and, with implementation of the proposed project, would no longer be available (existing overall parking utilization at the two lots in the study area on a SF Giants evening game day is below 50 percent). SF Giants game attendees currently parking at those two lots would seek parking elsewhere, or would switch modes. The pedestrian analysis of conditions with overlapping evening events assumes that SF Giants attendees currently parking at the project site would seek parking in other nearby facilities (e.g., at the UCSF garage at 1650 Third Street, which currently has available capacity during SF Giants evening games), and would continue to walk along Third Street and through the crosswalks at adjacent intersections. 


As presented in Table 5.2-51, during the weekday p.m. peak hour, LOS conditions on crosswalks and sidewalks in the project vicinity would remain at LOS D or better. Similarly, as pedestrian volumes associated with the event center increase during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak periods, the pedestrian LOS at the north and south crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions. During the weekday late evening peak hour, as pedestrians leave the event center, all three crosswalks at this intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F (as for the Basketball Game scenario without an overlapping evening event at AT&T Park). The LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. All other analysis locations would operate at LOS D or better. 


As discussed in Impact TR-6, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, these significant pedestrian impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. During post-event conditions, the northbound travel lanes on Third Street between 16th Street and Mission Bay Boulevard South, and South Street between Third Street and the entrance/exit to the 450 South Street Garage, would be closed to vehicular traffic in order to facilitate pedestrian egress from the event center and access to the light rail platforms within the Third Street median. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, PCOs stationed at this location would implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely, including extending the green time for pedestrians crossing the street, manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, pedestrian conditions would become more crowded prior to and following the events, however, with the TMP transportation management strategies and implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South, the impact of the proposed project on pedestrians during overlapping evening events would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (See Impact TR-6, above)


_________________________


Bicycle Impacts


Impact TR-16: The proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


A qualitative assessment of bicycle conditions was conducted for the Basketball Game scenario assuming an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game presented above in Impact TR-7. It is anticipated that bicyclists traveling to both facilities would be accommodated with the existing, planned and proposed bicycle lanes. However, with overlapping evening events, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. During overlapping evening events, transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park would be coordinated to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. Proposed project impacts on bicycle access and circulation for other evening events at the event center (e.g., concerts, family shows) would also be similar to or less than that for the Basketball Game scenario. 


Overall, on days with overlapping evening events at the project site and at AT&T Park, the number of bicyclists traveling in the project vicinity would increase prior to and following the events, however, the coordinated TMP transportation management strategies for the proposed event center and AT&T Park, including posting of PCOs, would ensure that the impact of the proposed project on bicyclists during overlapping evening events would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact TR-17: The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. (Less than Significant)


Emergency vehicle access impacts under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to those described above in Impact TR-10 for conditions with an event but without an overlapping SF Giants evening game. The proposed project’s TMP includes measures to manage pre-event and post-event vehicle traffic destined to the project parking garage and other parking facilities serving the event center, in order to minimize congestion and reduce potential conflicts between event center traffic and nearby UCSF hospital operations. During overlapping evening events, the 17 PCOs that would be stationed to direct and facilitate vehicular, bicycle, transit, and pedestrian traffic during events at the project site would be supplemented by the PCOs that are currently deployed during SF Giants evening games. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. When PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. In addition, the transportation management measures currently implemented during SF Giants games would minimize congestion on area roadways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee would minimize the severity of traffic congestion prior to and following events. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. 


Furthermore, all drivers must comply with the California Vehicle Code § 21806, which requires that drivers yield right-of-way to authorized emergency vehicles, drive to the right road curb or edge, stop, and remain stopped until the emergency vehicle has passed.


Overall, roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency vehicle access to the site. Before and after events emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained with overlapping evening events at the project site and AT&T Park. For these reasons, the proposed project would not inhibit emergency vehicles access to the project site and nearby vicinity; therefore, the proposed project impact on emergency vehicle access even with overlapping basketball and SF Giants evening games would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Conditions Without Implementation of the Special Events Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, the project sponsor is working with the City to secure funding for the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan as part of the project improvements, and which would be implemented by the SFMTA during large evening events with more than 14,000 attendees at the project site. The transportation impact analysis presented in Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 assumes that the special event transit service would be provided during basketball games to accommodate the transit demand. Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 below present a qualitative assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Events Transit Service Plan. 


Impact TR-18: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


In the event that the SFMTA would not be able to provide all or a portion of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, it is expected that transit would be less convenient for event attendees, and, therefore, that fewer attendees would travel to the site by transit. Because the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was assumed only for analysis of a basketball game at the event center (i.e., the analysis did not assume that additional service would be provided for the Convention Event or No Event analysis scenarios), the transportation impact assessment focuses on the Basketball Game scenario for the weekday p.m., evening and late evening and for Saturday evening hours of analysis, but would be applicable for all large events (i.e., concerts, other sporting events, and conventions/corporate events) for which the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be needed to serve attendees traveling to the event center.


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of project-generated vehicle trips would increase by 54 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while during the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the additional 54 vehicle trips could increase delay at some study intersections, however, it is anticipated that the intersection LOS would remain the same as presented in Impact TR-2 for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions, and would not result in additional significant traffic impacts at intersections during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


Table 5.2-53 and Table 5.2-54 present a comparison of the intersection LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively. During the weekday evening and late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, the additional 700 to 750 vehicle trips could increase or exacerbate delay at intersection such that the intersection LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions, beyond those identified in Impact TR-2.






table 5.2-53
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN - Weekday PM and SATURDAY evening Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan 


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			72.7


			E


			72.9


			E


			29.0


			C


			30.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			60.2


			E


			60.1


			E


			31.8


			C


			34.4


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			59.2


			E


			59.2


			E


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			49.8


			D


			50.3


			D


			64.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			32.8


			C


			36.7


			D





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			46.0


			D


			46.9


			D


			78.9


			E


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			11.3


			B


			11.5


			B


			45.7


			D


			59.9


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			52.3


			D


			53.8


			D


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			27.4


			C


			28.4


			C


			15.3


			B


			28.0


			C





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			16.8


			B


			16.8


			B


			18.2


			B


			18.5


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.5(nb)


			B


			11.8(nb)


			B


			13.3(nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			33.6


			C


			33.9


			C


			14.0


			B


			14.4


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			28.0


			C


			28.3


			C


			16.2


			B


			16.8


			B





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			44.2


			D


			45.4


			D


			20.4


			C


			24.3


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			> 80


			F


			> 80


			F


			40.7


			D


			44.5


			D





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			17.0


			B


			17.1


			B


			44.6


			D


			56.2


			E





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			42.0


			D


			42.0


			D


			21.1


			C


			21.7


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			14.3


			B


			14.4


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			25.8


			C


			25.8


			C


			24.8


			C


			39.5


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			12.8


			B


			12.9


			B


			<10


			A


			< 10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			47.6


			D


			47.6


			D


			18.2


			B


			18.3


			B








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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









table 5.2-54
Intersection Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game – WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Intersection Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			64.6


			E


			68.4


			E


			23.6


			C


			25.7


			C





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			61.4


			E


			70.7


			E


			22.5


			C


			22.3


			C





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			56.9


			E


			57.1


			E


			10.8


			B


			10.7


			B





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			22.3


			C


			22.7


			C





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			37.5


			D


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			72.5


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			38.8


			D


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Streetc


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			13.4


			B


			22.4


			D





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			45.1


			D


			47.4


			D


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Streetc


			17.7


			B


			17.8


			B


			16.9


			B


			17.7


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			15.7(nb)


			C


			19.3(nb)


			C


			< 10 (sb)


			A


			< 10 (sb)


			A





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			34.2


			C


			40.3


			D


			15.7


			B


			22.1


			C





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			37.0


			D


			44.1


			D


			18.0


			B


			22.8


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			39.0


			D


			49.3


			D


			31.2


			C


			62.0


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			>80


			F


			> 80


			F


			24.1


			C


			31.5


			C





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Streetc


			45.8


			D


			71.5


			E


			22.6


			C


			37.7


			D





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			37.1


			D


			41.9


			D


			23.6


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			13.0


			B


			13.6


			B


			<10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			32.5


			C


			53.7


			D


			24.7


			C


			26.1


			C





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			<10


			A


			<10


			A


			14.3


			B


			13.4


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			33.9


			C


			34.1


			C


			21.9


			C


			22.0


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. The intersections of Terry A. Francois/South and Illinois/Mariposa would be signalized as part of the proposed project.


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


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





The proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following additional study intersections, or analysis periods:


1. Third/Channel (weekday late evening)


1. Fourth/Channel (Saturday evening)


1. Seventh/Mission Bay Drive (weekday late evening)


1. Illinois/Mariposa (weekday evening, Saturday evening)


1. Owens/16th (weekday late evening)


Impacts at these five intersections would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-2 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-11 for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game. Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts may reduce the severity of traffic impacts. 


As discussed in Section 5.2.5.2, the City fully anticipates implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan and has identified sufficient funding to deliver the additional transit service. As described above, in order to provide a conservative CEQA analysis as well as information to the public and decision makers, the discussion above discloses the impacts of the proposed project if for some unknown reasons in the future, the City is unable to implement the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. The analysis shows that without the additional transit service, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts. In order to reduce the severity of these impacts, the project sponsor shall implement Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, which would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 through Impact TR-24 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-2 through Impact TR-17 irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s traffic impacts would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring


Performance Standards and Strategies for Achieving Them


The project sponsor shall be responsible for implementing TDM measures intended to reach an auto mode share performance standard for different types of events. Specifically, the project sponsor shall work to achieve the following performance standards:


1.	For weekday events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 53 percent.


2.	For weekend events that have 12,500 or more attendees, the project shall not exceed an arrival auto mode share of 59 percent. 


The performance standards shall be achieved by the middle of the Golden State Warriors' third season at the event center, and for every Golden State Warriors season thereafter. 


The project sponsor may implement any combination of TDM strategies, including those identified in the proposed project’s TMP, to achieve the above performance standards. Potential strategies include, but are not limited to: 


1. Providing shuttle bus service between major transportation hubs such as Transbay Transit Terminal, BART stations, Caltrain stations and the event center.


1. Providing bus shuttles between park & ride lots, remote parking facilities, or other facilities or locations within San Francisco, and the event center. 


1. Facilitating charter bus packages through the event sales department to encourage large groups to travel to and from the event center on charter buses. 


1. Reducing the project parking demand through a variety of mechanisms, including pricing. 


1. Offering high occupancy vehicle parking at more convenient locations than parking for the general public and/or at reduced rates. 


1. Undertaking media campaigns, including in social media, that promote walking and/or bicycling to the event center. 


1. Conducting cross-marketing strategies with event center businesses (e.g., 10 percent off merchandise/food if patrons arrive by transit and/or bike or on foot). 


1. Carrying out public education campaigns. 


1. Offering special event ferry service to the closest ferry station to the project site (similar to the existing service provided between AT&T Park and Alameda and Marin Counties by Golden Gate Transit, Alameda/Oakland and Vallejo ferry service). 


1. Providing incentive for arrivals by bike share.


1. Providing transit fare incentives to event ticket holders.


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:47] to conduct travel surveys, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Transportation Demand Management Report. Prior to beginning the travel survey, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the Environmental Review Officer (ERO)) and in consultation with SFMTA. It is anticipated that data collection would occur at least during four days for two different types of events, for a total of eight days. Specifically, data collection shall be conducted during at least two weekday and two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees, and two weekday and two weekend non-basketball events with attendance of 12,500 or more attendees.  [47: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



The schedule of the travel surveys shall be as follows:


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of basketball game attendees shall be conducted between December and April of every season. 


1. Comprehensive travel surveys of non-basketball event attendees (conventions events, concerts, family shows, etc.) could be collected any time during the year. 


The following data of event attendees shall be collected as part of the travel surveys:


1. Origin/destination of the trip (city, zip code, home/work/other)


1. Mode of travel to/from event center


· If by transit, list mode and name of transit operator (AC Transit, BART, Caltrain, Muni, etc.)


· If by rail, name of station trip started and ended


· If by auto, number of people in the vehicle


· If by auto, parking location and approximate walking time to event center


· If by auto, ask if following trips would continue as auto, or if anticipate a mode shift.


· If by bicycle or walking, name the origin of the trip. If a transfer from regional transit, name the origin and operator. 


· If by bike share, name the origin (i.e., the pick up location) of the trip. Note if trip is a “last mile” connection from regional transit, and include the origin and operator.


1. Arrival and departure times at the event center


The travel survey shall employ whatever methodology necessary, as approved by the OCII (or the ERO) in consultation with SFMTA, to collect the above described data including but not limited to: manual or automatic (e.g., video or tubes) traffic volume counts, intercept surveys, smart phone application-based surveys, and on-line surveys. 


The Transportation Demand Management Report(s) shall be submitted to OCII, or its designee, for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project exceeds the stated mode share performance standard, the project sponsor shall revise the proposed project’s Transportation Management Plan (TMP) to incorporate a set of measures that would lower the auto mode share. For basketball events, the TMP shall be revised by no later than August 15th of the calendar year to ensure adequate lead time to implement TDM measures prior to the start of the following basketball season. For nonbasketball events, the proposed project’s TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Transportation Demand Management Report to incorporate a set of measure that would lower the auto mode share. 


If the project does not meet the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall implement TDM measures and collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess their effectiveness for basketball games and other events. The implementation of TDM measures shall be intensified until the auto mode split performance standard is achieved. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume travel survey data collection for basketball and non-basketball events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the auto mode share performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


The data collection plan described above may be modified by OCII (or the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA if field observations and/or other circumstances require data collection at different times and/or for different events than specified above. The modification of the data collection plan, however, shall not change the performance standards set forth in this mitigation measure. 


_________________________


Impact TR-19: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in additional significant traffic impacts at freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-18, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events, the number of event-related vehicle trips would increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. For the Basketball Game scenario, the increase in the number of vehicles would be 54 vehicle trips during the weekday p.m. peak hour, 697 vehicles during the weekday evening and Saturday evening peak hours, and 742 during the weekday late evening peak hour. A portion of these vehicles would travel on I-80 and I-280, and may increase traffic volumes on the study ramp locations. Thus, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the additional vehicle trips may increase or exacerbate the density at the ramp merge and diverge locations, such that the ramp LOS becomes unacceptable (i.e., LOS E or LOS F), or could substantially worsen existing LOS E or LOS F conditions. 


Table 5.2-55 and Table 5.2-56 present a comparison of the ramp LOS conditions for the Basketball Game scenario with and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours (Table 5.2-53) and for the weekday evening and weekday late evening (Table 5.2-54) peak hours, respectively.






table 5.2-55
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			36


			E


			36


			E


			22


			C


			22


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			36


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			31


			D


			31


			D


			34


			D


			36


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			35


			E


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			28


			C


			28


			C


			25


			C


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			32


			D


			32


			D


			12


			B


			13


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








table 5.2-56
Freeway Ramp Level of Service - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game - WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			#


			Ramp Location


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
EVENING


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
LATE EVENING





			


			


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			With Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


			Without Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan





			


			


			Densitya


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			28


			C


			28


			C


			23


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			34


			D


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			36


			E


			38


			E


			27


			C


			27


			C





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			28


			C


			28


			C


			21


			C


			22


			C





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			35


			E


			13


			B


			13


			B





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			25


			C


			26


			C


			20


			B


			21


			C








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





To the extent that the additional vehicles would worsen LOS, the proposed project without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in significant traffic impacts at the following three additional freeway ramp locations:


1. I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant (weekday late evening)


1. I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison (Saturday evening)


1. I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street (weekday evening)


Impacts at these three freeway ramps would be in addition to the significant impacts identified for the proposed project with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan in Impact TR-3 for conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game, and in Impact TR-12 for conditions with a overlapping SF Giants evening game. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring and Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring, described above, would also be applicable to address the freeway ramp impacts. Implementation of these measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-18 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-3, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to freeway ramp operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Measures to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-20: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent Muni transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to Muni transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the transit capacity for the Basketball game scenario would decrease from those presented in Table 5.2-41 (weekday evening and late evening) and Table 5.2-42 (Saturday evening) in Impact TR-4. Without the additional T Third light rail service and the Muni Special Event Shuttles, the hourly capacity for the Muni service to the project site would decrease from about 6,700 passengers per hour to 2,900 passengers per hour during the weekday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site), from 6,300 to 2,000 passengers per hour during the late evening peak hour (i.e., outbound from the project site, and from 6,100 to 2,100 passengers per hour during the Saturday evening peak hour (i.e., inbound to the site). 


Table 5.2-57 presents the capacity utilization analysis for weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours for the Basketball Game scenario without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, while Table 5.2-58 presents this information for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. 


Table 5.2-57
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday PM AND Saturday EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY PM
OUTBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
SATURDAY EVENING
INBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			2,441


			3,808


			64.1%


			2,278


			1,714


			132.9%





			22 Fillmore


			545


			942


			73.9%


			495


			378


			131.0%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			2,490


			4,750


			66.0%


			2,773


			2,092


			132.8%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			19,972


			21,220


			95.0%


			3,323


			8,740


			38.0%





			AC Transit


			2,275


			3,926


			58.5%


			73


			200


			36.4%





			Ferries


			805


			1,615


			50.3%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			23,062


			27,761


			86.9%


			3,396


			8,940


			38.0%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			1,389


			2,817


			49.6%


			99


			137


			72.3%





			Ferries


			968


			1,959


			49.8%


			1,026


			1,594


			64.4%





			Total


			2,357


			4,776


			49.7%


			1,125


			1,731


			65.5%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			8,698


			16,963


			51.4%


			2,244


			10,925


			20.5%





			Caltrain


			2,405


			3,100


			79.7%


			1,021


			1,300


			78.6%





			SamTrans


			145


			320


			45.9%


			25


			80


			31.6%





			Total


			11,249


			20,383


			55.6%


			3,280


			12,305


			26.7%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-58
Transit Analysis - Existing plus Project Conditions – 
without A SF Giants game WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF THE MUNI SPECIAL EVENT TRANSIT SERVICE PLAN – Weekday EVENING AND LATE EVENING Peak Hours


			Route/Service Provider


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY EVENING
INBOUND


			BASKETBALL GAME SCENARIO
WEEKDAY LATE EVENING
OUTBOUND





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			


			





			T Third


			3,795


			2,285


			166.1%


			2,682


			1,714


			156.5%





			22 Fillmore


			544


			628


			86.8%


			515


			252


			204.4%





			Muni Special Event Shuttles


			0


			0


			0%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			4,339


			2,913


			185.6%


			3,197


			1,966


			162.7%





			East Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			5,019


			15,870


			31.6%


			5,184


			6,095


			85.1%





			AC Transit


			245


			520


			47.1%


			144


			200


			72.2%





			Ferries


			79


			576


			13.7%


			0


			0


			0%





			Total


			5,343


			16,966


			31.5%


			5,329


			6,295


			84.6%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			


			 





			Buses


			106


			120


			88.0%


			41


			80


			51.3%





			Ferries


			347


			1,357


			25.6%


			732


			637


			114.9%





			Total


			453


			1,477


			30.6%


			773


			717


			107.8%





			South Bay


			


			


			 


			


			


			 





			BART


			3,887


			18,400


			21.1%


			2,086


			5,290


			39.4%





			Caltrain


			2,364


			2,600


			90.9%


			589


			650


			90.5%





			SamTrans


			40


			160


			24.9%


			27


			40


			68.2%





			Total


			6,291


			21,160


			29.7%


			2,702


			5,980


			45.2%








NOTES:


a 	For pre-event and post-event conditions, capacity utilization exceeding 100 percent highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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








Without the three additional Muni Special Event Shuttles, the number of attendees accessing the project site via the T Third would increase, and, because the additional capacity would also not be provided on the T Third, the capacity utilization on the T Third would increase during the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, and would exceed the 100 percent capacity utilization standard for special events. In addition, more attendees would use the 22 Fillmore (e.g. to access the 16th Street BART station), and the capacity utilization of the 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening would increase from less than 85 percent to more than 100 percent capacity utilization. Thus, during the weekday late evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in additional significant impacts on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening peak hour.


During the Saturday evening peak hour, without the additional Muni light rail and special event shuttle capacity, the capacity utilization on the T Third and 22 Fillmore would increase to more than the 100 capacity utilization standard. Thus, during the Saturday evening peak hour, conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would result in an additional significant impact on the T Third and 22 Fillmore during the Saturday evening peak hour.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts, as follows:


1. T Third during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


1. 22 Fillmore during the weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring would also be applicable to address the impact on Muni service. Implementation of this measure would ensure that the severity of Impact TR-20 would be the same as the corresponding Impact TR-13, irrespective of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan was implemented or not. With implementation of this mitigation measure, the proposed project’s impacts related to transit operations would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-18: Auto Mode Share Performance Standard and Monitoring (see Impact TR-18, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-21: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in a substantial increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by regional transit capacity such that significant adverse impacts to regional transit service would occur under Existing plus Project conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


As described in Impact TR-20, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit, including those from the East Bay, North Bay, and South Bay, is projected to decrease, as more attendees would chose to drive to the event center because Muni service between the regional transit stops and the event center would be limited and operating at overcapacity conditions. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of transit trips traveling to and from outside of San Francisco would decrease by 1,121 trips during the weekday evening peak hour, by 1,329 trips during the weekday late evening peak hour, and by 1,221 trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 


As presented in Table 5.2-57 weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours and Table 5.2-58 for the weekday evening and weekday late evening peak hours, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for the Basketball Game scenario, the number of attendees arriving via Caltrain would decrease, which would result in a reduction in the capacity utilization on Caltrain such that the proposed project would not result in the significant impacts on Caltrain during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, as reported in Impact TR-5 and Impact TR-14. 


The reduction in project transit demand on regional transit operators would also reduce the capacity utilization for service to the North Bay buses and ferries. However, capacity utilization would still exceed 100 percent during the weekday late evening, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts to WETA and Golden Gate Transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts on WETA and Golden Gate Transit service during the weekday late evening peak hours.


Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, as noted in Impact TR-5, since the provision of additional North Bay service is uncertain and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of this mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant impacts to Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-22: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project could result in a substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, nor create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility on the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by transit is expected to decrease, while the number of attendees arriving by auto mode would increase. Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for a basketball game, during the weekday p.m. peak hour the number of vehicle trips would increase by 54, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 136 trips. During the weekday and Saturday evening peak hours (i.e., the peak hour of arrivals to the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 697 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,762 trips. During the weekday late evening peak hour (i.e., departures from the event center), the number of vehicle trips would increase by 742 vehicles, while the number of transit trips would decrease by 1,878 trips. In general, the number of pedestrian trips traveling to and from the event center would not change, however, the direction of travel to and from the project site may change depending on where the increased parking demand is accommodated. As a result, the number of pedestrians at the intersection of Third/South may decrease somewhat, and increase at the intersection of Third/16th as event attendees seek and find parking farther east and south of the project site. 


During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts, which would be considered a significant pedestrian impact. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring


During events with 3,000 or more attendees, the project sponsor shall be responsible for providing trained personnel (e.g., off-duty SFPD staff) to control pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular flows to and from the event center at the intersections immediately adjacent to the project site and to ensure that Muni platforms serving the site are not over capacity. The trained personnel shall be provided during pre- and post-event periods. The project sponsor shall ensure that conflicts between various modes are reduced to the maximum extent possible through adequate staffing of trained personnel as well as other measures, as appropriate. 


Other pedestrian management measures that could be implemented include but are not limited to: installation of barricades, proper signage and announcements to disperse patrons to other streets around the project site, such as to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and cross-marketing incentives such as 20 percent discount at the restaurant and retail establishments to extend the peak departure period. Through the implementation of various strategies, the project sponsor shall ensure that pedestrian conflicts with other modes are minimized by separating vehicles, bicycles, transit and pedestrian flows to the greatest extent possible, including ensuring that various modes are adequately instructed about when it is their turn to proceed. The project sponsor shall also ensure that Muni platforms are not overcrowded by staging event attendees on the adjacent sidewalks until there is sufficient space on the Muni platforms, which are proposed to be expanded as part of the project. 


At the intersection of Third/South, the trained personnel shall implement strategies to allow pedestrians to cross the street safely. The strategies could include manually overriding the traffic signal and directing pedestrians to cross, erecting temporary pedestrian crossing barriers, allowing use of the closed Third Street as a pedestrian access route, providing a defined passenger waiting area within the closed Third Street, and shielding passengers waiting to board light rail from adjacent pedestrian traffic. 


Monitoring and Reporting


The project sponsor shall retain a qualified transportation professional[footnoteRef:48] to conduct field observations of pedestrian hazards and safety conditions along Third Street adjacent to the project site, as outlined below, and to document the results in a Pedestrian Access Report. City staff shall verify the field data collection results. Prior to beginning field observations, the transportation professional shall develop the data collection methodology in consultation with and approved by OCII (or its designated representative such as the ERO) in coordination with SFMTA. Field observations shall be conducted during the following event types and attendance levels: [48: 	The Transportation Demand Management Report shall be performed by a qualified transportation professional from the Planning Department’s Transportation Consultant Pool.] 



· at least two weekday NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend NBA basketball games with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 12,500 or more attendees;


· at least two weekday non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and, 


· at least two weekend non-basketball game events with 3,000 to 9,000 attendees; and 


· at least two weekday convention events of 9,000 or more attendees. 


The pedestrian hazard and safety conditions field observations shall occur on an annual basis. The Pedestrian Access Report shall be submitted to SFMTA, OCII and Planning Department for review within 30 days of completion of the data collection. If the City finds that the project does not meet the performance standard outlined below, the Transportation Management Plan (TMP) shall be revised to incorporate techniques to minimize conflicts between pedestrians and other modes. The TMP shall be revised within 90 days of submittal of the Pedestrian Access Report. When the project is not meeting the stated performance standard, the project sponsor shall collect data on a semi-annual basis (i.e., twice during a calendar year) to assess the effectiveness of various measures incorporated into the revised TMP. The implementation of various measures shall be intensified until pedestrian access to and from the site occurs in a safe manner, as determined by OCII (or the ERO). 


The performance standard for safe pedestrian operations consists of the following: substantial numbers of pedestrians are not spilling onto the Muni right-of-way area, are not illegally crossing Third Street mid-block, are not overcrowding the Muni platforms, and are not crossing intersections against the signal. Upon achievement of the performance standard, the project sponsor may resume field observations for basketball, non-basketball and convention events on an annual basis. If the sponsor demonstrates three consecutive years of meeting the performance standard, the comprehensive data collection effort may occur every two years. 


Further, in reviewing the Pedestrian Access Report, OCII (or the ERO) may adjust the size of the events for which this measure is applicable. For example, if small scale events (e.g., those with 5,000 attendees) do not result in crosswalk and/or Muni platform overcrowding or other similar pedestrian safety conditions, OCII (or the ERO) may revise this mitigation measure to apply to events of 5,001 or more attendees. 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities and Monitoring would ensure that the pedestrian impacts would remain the same as those identified in Impact TR-6 for pedestrian conditions without an overlapping SF Giants evening game and Impact TR-15 for pedestrian conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game irrespective of whether SFMTA PCOs were available during various events, and would not result in secondary transportation impacts. With implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-22: Provide Safe Pedestrian Access to Adjacent Transit and Parking Facilities, project-generated pedestrian demand during large events would not substantially affect pedestrian flows, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


_________________________


Impact TR-23: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists, or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the project site, the number of attendees arriving by bicycle is expected to remain similar as for conditions with the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan. About 50 additional bicycle trips could be expected during the peak hour arriving or departing a large event. Thus, bicycle conditions in the vicinity of the project site without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those presented above in Impact TR-7. However, because more event center attendees would be arriving by auto, traffic volumes on streets leading to and from the off-site parking facilities would be greater, which could result in increased potential for bicycle-vehicle conflicts. Project TMP measures, such as PCOs and post-event temporary lane closures, would serve to minimize congestion and conflicts between modes. 


Overall, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of attendees arriving by vehicle would increase prior to and following a large event, which may increase vehicle-bicycle conflicts, however, the proposed project TMP measures would minimize the potential for conflicts. Therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project’s impact on bicyclists would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


_________________________


Impact TR-24: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on loading under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to passenger loading/unloading activities without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified above for Impact TR-8. Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the number of event attendees arriving by transit would decrease, which would in turn reduce the passenger loading/unloading demand associated with passengers alighting and boarding the proposed Muni Special Event Shuttles on South, 16th, Illinois, and Third Streets. However, with fewer light rail vehicles serving the event center transit demand at the UCSF Mission Bay station, it would take longer for all attendees taking transit to board and depart the area. Therefore conditions on the sidewalks on Third and South Streets would become more congested. During all events, the proposed project’s TMP assumes that PCOs would be stationed at intersections adjacent to the proposed site (and elsewhere) to manage pedestrian flows and minimize conflicts, and that a similar level of management would be provided via police officers or PCOs regardless of whether the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is implemented. The increase in auto mode and project vehicle trips without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan could lead to additional traffic circling in the area seeking parking, which could result in increased pedestrian-vehicle conflicts associated with passenger loading/unloading activity on Terry A. Francois Boulevard and South Street. Project TMP information on parking facilities and real-time information on availability would serve to minimize the impact of additional vehicles on passenger loading/unloading activities. Thus, similar to pedestrian conditions described above in Impact TR-8 for conditions that assume implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, proposed passenger loading/unloading facilities would be adequate to meet the demand associated with the project uses even without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan.


Impacts related to truck and service vehicle loading/unloading activities, which would not occur immediately before or after events at the project site, would be the same as those described above for Impact TR-8. Freight deliveries would occur prior to events, and would be accommodated on-site with the loading area, and at the curb adjacent to the project site on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project-generated loading/unloading activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos. 


For the reasons noted above, the truck/service vehicle and passenger loading/unloading activities adjacent to the project site would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to loading would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Loading Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


_________________________


Impact TR-25: Without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on emergency vehicle access under Existing plus Project conditions. (Less than Significant)


Impacts related to emergency vehicle access without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan would be similar to those identified in Impact TR-10. The additional vehicle trips resulting from the projected shift from transit to auto mode would be dispersed over a broader area, reducing the effect of the increased vehicle traffic on the roadway network. Some increase in vehicles on Terry A. Francois Boulevard would be anticipated at the proposed passenger loading/unloading zones, as it is anticipated that without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan more attendees would be dropped off and picked up at the passenger loading/unloading zone. However, this increase in vehicles adjacent to the project site would be accommodated without a substantial increase in vehicle conflicts as adequate project frontage would be available to accommodate the increase passenger loading/unloading demand. The proposed roadway improvements adjacent to the project site would facilitate emergency access to the site such that before and after events, emergency vehicle access to the project site and nearby hospital uses would be maintained. As discussed in Impact TR-10, implementation of Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. For the reasons noted above, the emergency vehicle access to the site or to the surrounding area would not be substantially affected, and therefore, without implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, impacts related to emergency vehicle access would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


This section discusses the cumulative impacts to transportation that could result from the project, in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. The geographic context for the analysis of cumulative transportation impacts includes the sidewalks and roadways adjacent to the project site, and the local roadway and transit network in the vicinity of the project. The cumulative analysis reflects the completion of the roadway network within Mission Bay, as presented in Figure 5.2-21. The discussion of cumulative transportation impacts assesses the degree to which the project would affect the transportation network in conjunction with other reasonably foreseeable projects. Detailed calculations are included in Appendix TR.






[bookmark: _Toc412731508]Insert Figure 5.2-21	2040 Cumulative Roadway Network in Mission Bay






As described in Section 5.2.5.3 above, future 2040 Cumulative traffic, transit and pedestrian forecasts were estimated based on cumulative development and growth identified by the SFCTA SF-CHAMP travel demand model.


Cumulative Construction Impacts


Impact C-TR-1: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative construction-related ground transportation impacts. (Less than Significant)


The construction of the proposed project may overlap with the construction of other reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Section 5.1.3 above, including the UCSF LRDP Mission Bay campus projects, Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 Mixed-Use Project (Mission Rock Project), the Kaiser Medical Offices at 1600 Owens Street (currently under construction), Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40, the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3. In addition, project construction would overlap with construction activities associated with realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard to the east of the project site, and construction of the Bayfront Park, as well as other parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24. 


The Uber/ARE project on Mission Bay Blocks 26/27, located directly north of the project site across South Street, consists of 423,000 gsf of office space. Construction on this project is estimated to start by the end of 2015 and continue for 18 to 24 months. 


The buildout of Mission Bay has been ongoing since 1999, and as of 2014, roughly 64 percent of the housing units have been completed and close to 40 percent of the planned office and laboratory space is complete. In 2013 and 2014 when the transportation data was collected for this EIR for the existing setting conditions, about 1.13 million gsf of development were under construction at the Mission Bay Campus. The majority of the remaining construction is included as part of the UCSF LRDP and would be constructed over the next 20 years.[footnoteRef:49] The timing of construction of other development projects noted above is not currently known. As discussed in Impact TR-1, it is anticipated that construction at the project site over the 26-month construction period would overlap with the construction activity of other projects in the area, notably the UCSF LRDP projects, planned for construction between 2015 and 2019. These include 523 residential units, about 440,000 gsf of research, clinical and medical space, and a parking garage containing 500 vehicle parking spaces. In particular, the UCSF East Campus project on Blocks 33/34, located directly south of the project site across 16th Street, consists of 500,000 gsf of office space. The project will be built in two phases, with the first phase (about 250,000 gsf) starting construction in 2016 and continuing for about 18 to 24 months. Detailed construction schedules of other UCSF projects are not currently known, however, it is anticipated that a portion of the construction schedules would overlap with the 26-month project construction period. These UCSF projects are projected to generate about 40 daily truck trips on average, and these trucks would enter/exit the UCSF campus via Mission Bay Boulevard North, Nelson Rising Lane, Owens Street, 16th Street, and Fourth Street. [49: 	When the LRDP in Mission Bay is completed, there will be approximately 3 million gsf of UCSF-occupied space, excluding structure parking and temporary childcare. The 2014 Plan-level analysis of the UCSF LRDP determined that although construction activities would be temporary, construction impacts would be considered potentially significant given the magnitude of the LRDP development over the course of many years (over 20 plus years), and need for ongoing coordination and monitoring. However, with implementation of mitigation measures, the UCSF LRDP construction-related transportation impacts would be reduced to less than significant levels. UCSF LRDP, pp. 3-39 and 7-89.] 



In addition, construction of the planned Bayfront Park east of a realigned Terry A. Francois Boulevard (on Mission Bay Block P22), a neighborhood park located along the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard south of 16th Street (on Mission Bay Block P23), as well as a neighborhood park on the north side of Mariposa Street east of Owens Street (on Mission Bay Block P24) would overlap with construction of the proposed project. Construction on the parks on Mission Bay Blocks P23 and P24 are planned to begin in 2015, with construction completed by the end of 2016. Construction on the Bayfront Park directly to the east of the project site would begin following realignment of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and would be completed by 2018.


The Exchange project on Mission Bay Block 40 is located about 1,200 southwest of the project site, while the Family House project on Mission Bay Block 7 East, affordable housing projects on Mission Bay Blocks 3, 6, and 7, the Residential and Hotel project on Mission Bay Block 1, and 360 Berry Street project on Mission Bay Block N4/P3 are located between 1,000 and 3,000 to the northwest of the project site. Construction truck traffic associated with these projects traveling between the sites and I-80 and I-280 may travel on the same roadways and at the same time as project-generated construction traffic further from the project site and on the regional facilities. 


If Caltrain adopts the electrification project and funding remains available, construction of the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project could start in 2016, and the first electrically-powered trains would be in service by 2020 or 2021.[footnoteRef:50] Construction activities would occur primarily within the Caltrain right-of-way to the west of the project site. [50: 	PCEP FAQ Update December 2014.pdf] 



Localized cumulative construction-related transportation impacts could occur as a result of reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site that would generate increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the proposed project. As part of the construction permitting process, each development project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed and coordinated plan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area. The cumulative construction-related transportation impacts of the multiple nearby construction projects would occur over an extended duration, and the project sponsor would coordinate with various City departments such as SFMTA and DPW through the SFMTA Transportation Advisory Committee (TASC), a multi-agency review body, to develop coordinated plans that would address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction area for the duration of construction overlap.


Overall, because proposed project’s construction activities would be temporary and limited in duration, and are required to be conducted in accordance with City requirements, the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative construction-related transportation impacts. Furthermore, proposed project Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Management Plan and Public Updates would further reduce the proposed project’s less-than-significant impacts related to potential conflicts between construction activities and pedestrians, transit, and autos, and includes provisions for construction truck traffic management, construction worker parking plan, project construction updates for adjacent businesses and residents, and carpool and transit access for construction workers.


Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would not contribute considerably to the significant cumulative construction-related transportation impacts, and the project's cumulative impact would be less than significant.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-1 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to construction-related transportation impacts. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to construction activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to construction-related transportation impacts.


_________________________


Cumulative Traffic Impacts


Impact C-TR-2: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple intersections in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Under 2040 cumulative conditions, proposed project impacts were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes to the No Event scenario. 


At intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to critical movements operating at LOS E or LOS F. In addition, the intersections where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-59, Figure 5.2-22, and Figure 5.2-23 present the intersection LOS analysis for 2040 Cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-60 and Figure 5.2-24 present the intersection LOS analysis for the Saturday evening peak hour.


table 5.2-59
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya,b


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			24.5


			C


			23.8


			C


			23.8


			C





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			>80


			F


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			65.7


			E


			> 80


			F


			71.6


			E





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			17.6


			B


			15.1


			B


			18.7


			B





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			47.7


			D


			52.9


			D


			66.5


			E





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A


			< 10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			34.8


			C


			40.1


			D


			38.2


			D





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			20.4


			C


			20.4


			C


			20.5


			C





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			21.4 (nb)


			C


			22.6 (nb)


			C


			17.9 (nb)


			C





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			51.9


			D


			69.4


			E


			70.9


			E





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			27.0


			C


			25.1


			C


			24.6


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			61.4


			E


			66.4


			E


			58.9


			E





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			77.9


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			20.4


			C


			21.2


			C


			21.2


			C





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			48.7


			D


			51.3


			D


			48.2


			D





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			21.9


			C


			21.0


			C


			19.5


			B





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			38.9


			D


			40.2


			D


			37.4


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			13.1


			B


			14.3


			B


			13.1


			B





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			63.6


			E


			>80


			F


			>80


			F








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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table 5.2-60
Intersection Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Intersection Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Delaya


			LOSb


			Delay


			LOS





			1


			King St


			Third Street


			44.3


			D


			56.8


			E





			2


			King St


			Fourth Street


			36.7


			D


			70.8


			E





			3


			King St/Fifth St


			I-280 ramps


			15.7


			B


			< 10


			A





			4


			Fifth St/Harrison


			I-80 WB off-ramp


			74.9


			E


			>80


			F





			5


			Fifth St/Bryant St


			I-80 EB on-ramp


			43.9


			D


			71.4


			E





			6


			Third Street


			Channel Street


			12.9


			B


			>80


			F





			7


			Fourth Street


			Channel Street


			< 10


			A


			67.5


			E





			8


			Seventh Street


			Mission Bay Dr


			26.6


			C


			>80


			F





			9


			TA Francois Blvd


			South Street


			< 10 


			A


			<10


			A





			10


			Third Street


			South Street


			< 10


			A


			15.0


			B





			11


			TA Francois Blvd


			16th Street


			19.5


			B


			19.0


			B





			12


			Illinois Street


			16th Streetc


			12.2 (eb)


			B


			13.3 (nb)


			B





			13


			Third Street


			16th Streete


			17.4


			B


			18.0


			B





			14


			Fourth Street


			16th Streete


			17.8


			B


			20.3


			C





			15


			Owens Street


			16th Streete


			13.9


			B


			24.8


			C





			16


			7th/Mississippi 


			16th Streete


			42.6


			D


			61.2


			E





			17


			Illinois Street


			Mariposa Street


			15.5


			B


			16.9


			B





			18


			Third Street


			Mariposa Street


			22.9


			C


			24.2


			C





			19


			Fourth Street


			Mariposa Street


			< 10


			A


			<10


			A





			20


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 NB off-ramp


			18.2


			B


			35.3


			D





			21


			Mariposa Street


			I-280 SB on-rampd


			10.2


			B


			<10


			A





			22


			Third Street


			Cesar Chavez St


			23.7


			C


			22.8


			C








NOTES:


a	Delay presented in seconds per vehicle. For unsignalized intersections, delay and LOS presented for worst approach. Worst approach indicated in ( ).


b	Intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


c	All-way stop-controlled intersection. 


d	The traffic signal at the intersection of Mariposa/I-280 southbound on-ramp is part of the roadway improvements on Mariposa Street between the I-280 northbound off-ramp and I-280 southbound on-ramp and the extension of Owens Street between 16th and Mariposa Streets, and is currently planned to be operational by fall 2015.


e	Includes implementation of the 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, which includes converting one mixed-flow lane in each direction to a side-running transit-only lane. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015.
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As shown in Table 5.2-59, for 2040 cumulative weekday p.m. peak hour conditions with the proposed project (i.e., for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios), 10 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the weekday p.m. peak hour, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts (i.e., from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F under either existing plus project or 2040 cumulative conditions), or contribute considerably (i.e., more than 5 percent) to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 8 of the 10 intersections that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions: King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Third/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, and Third/Cesar Chavez. 


In addition, as shown in Table 5.2-60, for 2040 cumulative Saturday evening peak hour conditions with the proposed project, the intersection of Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp is projected to operate at LOS E under the No Event scenario. For the Basketball Game scenario, 8 of the 22 study intersections would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions, including the intersections of King/Third, King/Fourth, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, and Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, and Illinois/Mariposa. The proposed project would result in project-specific impacts, or contribute considerably to the poorly operating critical movements at intersections that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions at 7 of these 8 intersections; the project would not contribute considerably to the LOS E conditions at the intersection of King/Third.


As discussed in under existing plus project conditions in Impact TR-2 and Impact TR-11, the proposed project would result in significant traffic impacts at additional study intersections, including: King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/South, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Fourth/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, and Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and project-specific traffic impacts at these intersection would be also considered significant cumulative impacts of the project.


Generally, to mitigate poor operating conditions of study intersections, additional travel lane capacity would be needed on one or more approaches to the intersection, particularly at intersections with the I-80 ramps. The provision of additional travel lane capacity by narrowing sidewalks, removal of on-street parking, and/or removal of bicycle lanes would generally be infeasible and inconsistent with the transit, bicycle, and pedestrian environment encouraged by the City’s Transit First Policy by removing space dedicated to pedestrians, and/or bicycles and increasing the distances required for pedestrians to cross streets. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events, Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not reduce the contribution to less-than-significant levels. 


Overall, the proposed project would result in cumulative impacts, or contribute to 2040 cumulative impacts at the following 15 study intersections: King/Fourth, King/Fifth/I-280 ramps, Fifth/Harrison/I-80 westbound off-ramp, Fifth/Bryant/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Third/Channel, Fourth/Channel, Seventh/Mission Bay Drive, Third/South, Third/16th, Fourth/16th, Owens/16th, Seventh/Mississippi/16th, Illinois/Mariposa, Mariposa/I-280 northbound off-ramp, and Third/Cesar Chavez, and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2a: Additional PCOs during Events (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11a: Additional PCOs During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11b: Participation in Ballpark/Mission Bay Transportation Coordinating Committee (see Impact TR-11, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-2 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


Cumulative traffic impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to significant cumulative impacts at seven intersections at or near freeway ramps (Brannan/Sixth/I-280 ramps, Bryant/Second, Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp, Harrison/First, Harrison/Second, Harrison/Fremont/I-80 westbound off-ramp, and Harrison/Essex), and on the Bay Bridge and its approaches during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at 14 of the 15 study intersections identified above would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR (i.e., the intersection of Bryant/Fifth/I-80 eastbound on-ramp was identified as a significant and unavoidable impact in the Mission Bay FSEIR). Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Impact C-TR-3: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at multiple freeway ramps in the project vicinity under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Similar to the analysis for 2040 cumulative intersection operations, proposed project impacts at the freeway ramps were assessed by calculating the project-generated traffic conditions at ramp locations that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event scenario for the weekday p.m. and Saturday evening peak hours. Because the SF-CHAMP travel demand model does not include the travel demand associated with events, the proposed project cumulative impacts for events at the project site for the weekday p.m. peak hour were assessed by adding the event-related traffic volumes (i.e., the Convention Event and Basketball Game scenarios) to the No Event scenario. At freeway ramps that are projected to operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions, the increase in proposed project vehicle trips was reviewed to determine whether the increase would contribute considerably to the ramp volumes. In addition, the freeway ramps where project-specific significant impacts were identified for existing plus project conditions, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. Supporting documentation regarding the cumulative contributions is included in Appendix TR.


Table 5.2-61 presents the 2040 cumulative analysis for freeway ramp operations for the weekday p.m. peak hour, while Table 5.2-62 presents this information for the Saturday evening peak hour. Under 2040 cumulative No Event conditions, ramp operations would worsen from existing conditions, and five of the six freeway ramps would operate at LOS E or LOS F. Because the proposed project would result in significant impacts at three ramp locations under existing plus project conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 northbound off-ramp at Mariposa Street), these impacts under 2040 cumulative conditions would be considered significant cumulative impacts. The proposed project would contribute considerably to the LOS F conditions at the I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and this would be considered a significant impact. The proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impacts at the two other freeway ramps that would operate at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 cumulative conditions (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Sterling Street, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Pennsylvania Street).


table 5.2-61
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Weekday PM Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			40


			E


			40


			E


			--


			F





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			34


			D


			34


			D


			35


			D





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			--


			F


			--


			F


			--


			F








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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





table 5.2-62
Freeway Ramp Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
Saturday Evening Peak Hour


			#


			Ramp Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			Densitya


			LOSb


			Density


			LOS





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling


			24


			C


			24


			C





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant 


			37


			E


			36


			E





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison 


			33


			D


			41


			E





			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania


			16


			B


			16


			B





			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa


			19


			B


			27


			C





			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa


			15


			B


			15


			B








NOTES:


a	Density of vehicles in merge and diverge influence area for on-ramp and off-ramp analysis, respectively. Measured in passenger cars per mile per lane. Density value is not presented for ramp analyses where the demand volume exceeds the capacity.


b	Ramps operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








As described for existing plus project conditions, no feasible mitigations are available for the freeway ramp impacts because there is insufficient physical space for additional capacity without redesign of the I-80 and I-280 ramp and mainline structures, and which may require acquisition of additional right-of-way. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts and Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events would reduce the proposed project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related to event-related traffic conditions but would not mitigate the contribution to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic impacts at three freeway ramps (i.e., I-80 eastbound on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant, I-80 westbound off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison, and I-280 southbound on-ramp at Mariposa Street), and impacts would be significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-2b: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts (see Impact TR-2, above) 


Mitigation Measure M-TR-11c: Additional Strategies to Reduce Transportation Impacts of Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-11, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-3 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative traffic impacts on freeway ramp facilities as a distinct transportation topic. The significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts at the I-80 westbound Harrison/Fremont off-ramp and Fifth Street on-ramp, the I-80 eastbound Seventh Street off-ramp, and the I-280 southbound Sixth Street on-ramp would be a new significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Transit Impacts


Impact C-TR-4: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could have significant transit impacts on Muni service under 2040 Cumulative conditions, and could contribute to significant cumulative transit impacts at Muni screenlines. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the Muni downtown screenlines operating at more than Muni’s established 85 percent capacity utilization standard during the weekday p.m. peak hour. The ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third line and 22 Fillmore bus route was also assessed for 2040 cumulative conditions. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-63 presents the ridership and capacity utilization for the T Third and 22 Fillmore for the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2040 cumulative conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 cumulative conditions, the weekday p.m. peak hour capacity utilization would increase over existing conditions, however, for both scenarios, the capacity utilization would be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard.


table 5.2-63
Muni Transit Analysis – Weekday PM peak Hour – 
2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Route/Service Provider


			No Event
Outbound from Project Site


			Convention Event 
Outbound from Project Site





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity Utilization





			San Francisco


			 


			


			 


			


			





			T Third


			3,018


			3,808


			79.2%


			3,037


			79.7%





			22 Fillmore


			714


			942


			75.8%


			719


			76.3%





			Total


			3,732


			4,750


			78.6%


			3,755


			79.1%








NOTE:


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


b 	Ridership and capacity for the T Third and 22 Fillmore reflect implementation of the Central Subway and 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project.


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












Table 5.2-64 presents the results of the Muni and regional screenline analysis for the 2040 cumulative conditions for weekday p.m. peak hour conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. The 2040 cumulative transit screenline analysis accounts for ridership and/or capacity changes associated with the TEP, the Central Subway, the new Transbay Transit Center, the electrification of Caltrain, and expanded WETA service. During the weekday p.m. peak hour, the capacity utilization of some screenlines and corridors within the screenlines would exceed Muni’s 85 percent capacity utilization standard. These exceedances of the capacity utilization standard would be considered a significant cumulative impact. Overall, the addition of the project-generated riders to the Muni downtown screenlines and corridors that exceed the 85 percent capacity utilization standard would be less than 5 percent, and therefore the proposed project would not contribute considerably to the cumulative impact.


By 2040, additional Muni transit service capacity is planned to become available on the T Third and 22 Fillmore routes to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project as well as nearby development. Therefore, with the increases in Muni capacity, as well as expansion of the Mission Bay TMA shuttle routes, capacity utilization for the analysis scenarios would not exceed the capacity utilization standard (i.e., 85 percent during non-event conditions and during the weekday p.m. peak hour, and 100 percent during events) during the weekday p.m., weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours. The exception would be on the T Third on days with overlapping evening events at AT&T Park and at the event center where capacity utilization during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours would exceed 100 percent, and this would be considered a significant cumulative impact of the project. However, Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events would reduce the transit impacts on the T Third to a less-than-significant level, and therefore the proposed project’s transit cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-13: Additional Muni Transit Service During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-13, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-4 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on the T Third were identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to T Third ridership in 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop was found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less-than-significant levels. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to transit are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to transit impacts. 


_________________________


Table 5.2-64
Muni downtown and Regional screenlines – 
Weekday PM peak hour – 2040 Cumulative Conditions


			Screenline/Transit Provider


			No Event


			Convention Event





			


			Ridership


			Capacity


			Capacity
Utilization


			Ridership


			Capacity
Utilization





			Muni Downtown Screenlines





			Northeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Kearny/Stockton


			6,295


			8,329


			75.6%


			6,295


			75.6%





			Other lines


			1,229


			2,065


			59.5%


			1,229


			59.5%





			Screenline Total


			7,524


			10,394


			72.4%


			7,524


			72.4%





			Northwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Geary


			2,996


			3,621


			82.7%


			2,996


			82.7%





			California


			1,765


			2,021


			87.3%


			1,765


			87.3%





			Sutter/Clement


			749


			756


			99.1%


			749


			99.1%





			Fulton/Hayes


			1,762


			1,877


			93.9%


			1,762


			93.9%





			Balboa


			775


			974


			79.6%


			775


			79.6%





			Screenline Total


			8,048


			9,248


			87.0%


			8,048


			87.0%





			Southeast


			


			


			


			


			





			Third Street


			2,300


			5,712


			40.3%


			2,300


			40.3%





			Mission


			2,673


			3,008


			88.9%


			2,673


			88.9%





			San Bruno/Bayshore


			1,817


			2,134


			85.2%


			1,817


			85.2%





			Other lines


			1,583


			1,927


			82.1%


			1,583


			82.1%





			Screenline Total


			8,373


			12,781


			65.5%


			8,373


			65.5%





			Southwest


			


			


			


			


			





			Subway lines


			5,691


			6,804


			83.6%


			5,691


			83.6%





			Haight/Noriega


			1,265


			1,596


			79.3%


			1,265


			79.3%





			Other lines


			380


			840


			45.2%


			380


			45.2%





			Screenline Total


			7,337


			9,240


			79.4%


			7,337


			79.4%





			Muni Screenlines Total


			27,096


			35,952


			75.4%


			27,096


			75.4%





			Regional Screenlines





			East Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			30,383


			33,170


			91.6%


			30,383


			91.6%





			AC Transit 


			7,000


			12,000


			58.3%


			7,000


			58.3%





			Ferry


			5,319


			5,940


			89.5%


			5,319


			89.5%





			Screenline Total


			42,702


			51,110


			83.5%


			42,702


			83.5%





			North Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			GGT Buses


			2,070


			2,817


			73.5%


			2,070


			73.5%





			Ferry


			1,619


			1,959


			82.6%


			1,619


			82.6%





			Screenline Total


			3,689


			4,776


			77.2%


			3,689


			77.2%





			South Bay


			


			


			


			


			





			BART


			13,971


			24,182


			57.8%


			13,971


			57.8%





			Caltrain


			2,529


			3,600


			70.3%


			2,529


			70.3%





			SamTrans


			150


			320


			46.9%


			150


			46.9%





			Ferries


			59


			200


			29.5%


			59


			29.5%





			Screenline Total


			16,709


			28,302


			59.0%


			16,709


			59.0%





			Regional Screenlines Total


			63,101


			84,188


			75.0%


			63,101


			75.0%








NOTES: 


1	Bold indicates capacity utilization of 85 percent or greater.


2	Shaded indicates project impact.


SOURCE: SF Planning Department Memorandum, Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies, June 2013. Adavant Consulting/Fehr & Peers/LCW Consulting, 2015 












Impact C-TR-5: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would have significant transit impacts on regional transit under 2040 Cumulative conditions. (Significant and Unavoidable with Mitigation)


Proposed project transit impacts for 2040 cumulative conditions were assessed by calculating the project contribution to the weekday p.m. peak hour regional screenlines operating at more than the 100 percent capacity utilization standard. In addition, where project-specific significant impacts were identified for the existing plus project transit analysis, the proposed project would also be considered to result in a cumulative impact under 2040 cumulative conditions. 


Table 5.2-64 presents the regional screenlines for the weekday p.m. peak hour. Under cumulative conditions, all regional transit service providers are projected to operate under the capacity utilization standard of 100 percent, and therefore, the proposed project would have less-than-significant transit impacts on regional transit service during the weekday p.m. peak hour.


However, as discussed in Impact TR-5, for the Basketball Game scenario without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in significant project-specific transit impacts to Caltrain capacity during the weekday evening, weekday late evening, and Saturday evening peak hours, and to WETA and Golden Gate Transit ferry and bus capacity during weekday late evening peak hour. In addition, as discussed in Impact TR-14, for the Basketball Game scenario with an overlapping evening game at AT&T Park, the proposed project would result in an additional significant project-specific transit impact to BART capacity to the East Bay during the weekday late evening peak hour.


Overall, under 2040 cumulative conditions, the proposed project would result in significant cumulative transit impacts on BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, and WETA. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service, Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service, and Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay during Overlapping Events would reduce or minimize the severity of the capacity utilization exceedances for the regional transit service providers. However, since the provision of additional East Bay, South Bay, and North Bay service is uncertain, and full funding for the service has not yet been identified, implementation of these mitigation measures is uncertain. Accordingly, the proposed project’s significant cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA transit capacity would remain significant and unavoidable with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5a: Additional Caltrain Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-5b: Additional North Bay Ferry and Bus Service (see Impact TR-5, above)


Mitigation Measure M-TR-14: Additional BART Service to the East Bay During Overlapping Events (see Impact TR-14, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-5 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


Cumulative transit impacts on AC transit was identified as less than significant with mitigation in the Mission Bay FSEIR, which was based on Plan-level contributions to the regional screenlines during the weekday p.m. peak hour for 2015 cumulative conditions. Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.44 to encourage AC Transit to expand service and Mission Bay FSEIR Mitigation Measure E.45 to provide additional T Third light rail to the Mariposa Street stop were found to reduce Plan-level cumulative transit impacts to less than significant levels. 


Under the proposed project, no cumulative impacts on AC Transit are projected for 2040 cumulative conditions for the weekday p.m. peak hour. However, the proposed project’s significant and unavoidable with mitigation cumulative impacts to BART, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit and WETA would be a significant effect not identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, the proposed project would result in new significant cumulative transit impacts not previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Cumulative Pedestrian Impacts


Impact C-TR-6: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative pedestrian impacts. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The pedestrian volumes in the project vicinity would increase between implementation of the proposed project and 2040 Cumulative conditions due to buildout of planned Mission Bay developments in the project vicinity (e.g., UCSF Mission Bay Campus) and construction of the Bayfront Park east of the project site. As described in Impact TR-6, the proposed project includes numerous sidewalks network and traffic control improvements that would improve and define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site. Some improvements, such as new sidewalks along 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard and signalization of the intersections of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/South and Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th would enhance pedestrian circulation and access to the planned Bayfront Park and Bay Trail. Table 5.265 presents the 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS conditions at the study locations for the weekday p.m. peak hour for the No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game scenarios, while Table 5.2-66 presents the pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios. Under 2040 Cumulative conditions, pedestrian LOS for the weekday p.m. peak hour would be LOS D or better for the three scenarios. The 2040 Cumulative pedestrian LOS for the Saturday evening peak hour would be LOS B or better for the No Event scenario, but LOS D or better for the Basketball Game scenario. The exceptions are the south and east crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, which would operate at LOS E or LOS F for the Basketball Game scenario. As for existing plus project conditions, the LOS E and LOS F conditions would be considered a significant pedestrian impact, and as under existing plus project conditions, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the intersection of Third/South would reduce the pedestrian impacts to less-than-significant levels.


table 5.2-65
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
WEEKDAY PM peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			138


			A


			65


			A


			136


			A





			


			South


			38


			A


			22


			D


			15


			D





			


			East


			86


			A


			26


			C


			49


			B





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			94


			A


			42


			B


			64


			B





			


			South


			142


			A


			94


			A


			54


			B





			


			East


			203


			A


			68


			A


			113


			A





			


			West 


			155


			A


			112


			A


			69


			A





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			336


			A


			91


			A


			110


			A





			


			South


			391


			A


			107


			A


			67


			A





			


			West 


			463


			A


			59


			B


			89


			A





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.8


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B





			


			West 


			0.4


			A


			0.6


			A


			0.5


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.9


			B


			0.8


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.6


			B


			1.8


			B


			0.9


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


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












table 5.2-66
Pedestrian Level of Service – 2040 Cumulative Conditions – 
SATURDAY EVENING peak hour


			


			Analysis Location


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			


			MOEa


			LOSb


			MOE


			LOS





			Crosswalks





			Third St/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			199


			A


			11


			E





			


			South


			61


			A


			3


			F





			


			East


			30


			A


			21


			D





			Third St/16th St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			109


			A


			39


			C





			


			South


			157


			A


			33


			C





			


			East


			120


			A


			20


			D





			


			West 


			194


			A


			39


			C





			Terry A. Francois Blvd/South St


			


			


			


			





			


			North


			374


			A


			33


			C





			


			South


			240


			A


			16


			D





			


			West 


			388


			A


			21


			D





			Sidewalks





			Third St between South & 16th Streets


			


			


			


			





			


			East


			0.6


			B


			1.0


			B





			


			West 


			0.2


			A


			0.4


			A





			South Street – South Side 


			0.7


			B


			1.2


			B





			16th Street – North Side


			0.8


			B


			1.5


			B








NOTES:


a	MOE – Measure of Effectiveness. Circulation area measured in average square feet per pedestrian for crosswalk analysis, and pedestrian unit flow measured in average pedestrians per minute per foot for sidewalk analysis.


b	Crosswalks operating at LOS E or LOS F highlighted in bold. Significant project impacts shaded.


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








In addition, there would be a projected increase in background vehicle and bicycle traffic between existing plus project and 2040 Cumulative conditions that could result in increased potential for pedestrian-vehicle and pedestrian-bicycle conflicts. However, the project’s numerous pedestrian network improvements would define the pedestrian network adjacent to the project site and would offset the risks associated with increases in vehicle and bicycle volumes. For the above reasons, the proposed project's contribution to potential cumulative impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-6: Active Management of Pedestrian Flows at the Intersection of Third/South (see Impact TR-6, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-6 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to pedestrians. Although the proposed project could result in significant pedestrian impacts at the crosswalks at the intersection of Third/South, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with identified mitigation measures. Therefore, the project would not result in new significant impacts from what was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_______________________


Cumulative Bicycle Impacts


Impact C-TR-7: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative bicycle impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not considerably contribute to cumulative bicycle circulation or conditions. The proposed project would include on-site elements to accommodate bicyclists traveling to and from the project site. In addition, Class II bicycle lanes on 16th Street would be extended in both directions east of Third Street to Terry A. Francois Boulevard, which would facilitate access to the planned cycle track and the Bay Trail that runs along the shoreline parallel to Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be signalized, and a bicycle signal and two-stage turn queue boxes would be installed to facilitate turns between the bicycle lanes on 16th Street and the two-way cycle track on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. The proposed project improvements on 16th Street and at the intersection of Terry A. Francois Boulevard/16th Street would be in addition to the planned cycle track on Terry A. Francois Boulevard that would be made as part of the Mission Bay Plan. These bicycle improvements would enhance cycling conditions in the study area. As bicycling continues to increase throughout San Francisco, the number of bicyclists on the area bicycle facilities is also anticipated to increase. While there would be a general increase in vehicle traffic that is expected through the future 2040 Cumulative conditions, the proposed project would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicycles, or otherwise interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas, or substantially affect the existing, planned, and proposed bicycle facilities in the project vicinity. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on bicyclists.


Mitigation: Not required


Comparison of Impact C-TR-7 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to bicycles. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to bicycles are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to bicycle impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Loading Impacts


Impact C-TR-8: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative loading impacts. (Less than Significant)


Loading impacts, like pedestrian impacts, are by their nature localized and site-specific, and would not contribute to impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity of the project site. Moreover, the proposed project would not result in loading impacts related to freight/service vehicles and passenger loading/unloading activities, as the estimated loading demand would be met on-site at the proposed service area/truck loading area, and on South Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan would reduce the potential for conflicts between proposed project freight and service vehicle activities and pedestrians, transit, bicyclists, and autos on the adjacent streets. Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable future development in the project vicinity, would result in less-than-significant cumulative loading impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-8: Truck and Service Vehicle Operations Plan (see Impact TR-8, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-8 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant cumulative impacts related to loading. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduce project impacts related to loading/unloading activities are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project. On the basis of the above, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to loading impacts. 


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


See Section 5.2.6, Project Impacts on UCSF Helipad Operations regarding cumulative impacts related to the UCSF helipad operations.


_________________________


Cumulative Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts


Impact C-TR-10: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result in significant adverse cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts in the area. With implementation of the proposed project, emergency vehicle access to the project site would remain similar to existing conditions, however, as discussed in Impact TR-10, with implementation of the proposed project, 16th Street would be built out between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard. By 2040, the planned roadway network in Mission Bay would be completely built out, and would provide emergency vehicle access to planned development. With implementation of the planned 22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, transit-only lanes will be implemented on 16th Street, and emergency vehicles will be permitted use of the transit-only lanes. The transit-only lanes on 16th Street would have fewer vehicles in them than the adjacent mixed-flow lanes, and would not be subject to any turn restrictions. Emergency vehicles may adjust travel routes to respond to incidents; however, emergency vehicle access in the area would not be substantially affected. As discussed in Impact TR-10 and Impact TR-17, emergency vehicle access would be maintained during events at the event center, without and with overlapping events at AT&T Park. Persons accessing the UCSF Medical Center emergency room and urgent care center in their personal vehicles during an emergency would, if necessary, also be able to utilize the transit-only lanes to bypass congested segments on 16th Street. In addition, when PCOs are deployed for an event, they would have the capability to radio ahead to other PCOs down the street regarding the approaching vehicle requiring emergency access. Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan and Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping would enhance emergency vehicle access to UCSF emergency facilities. Therefore, for the above reasons, the proposed project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in less than significant emergency vehicle access impacts.


Mitigation: Not required


Improvement Measure I-TR-10a: UCSF Emergency Vehicle Access and Garage Signage Plan (see Impact TR-10, above)


Improvement Measure I-TR-10b: Mariposa Street Restriping (see Impact TR-10, above)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-10 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis 


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not address cumulative emergency vehicle access impacts as a distinct transportation topic. Given that the project would have less than significant impacts on emergency vehicle access, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR.


_________________________


Parking Conditions	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Since SWL 337 and Pier 48 could be under construction during GSW construction and if not, under construction during GSW operation we should also discuss the possibility that the parking spaces could not be of use to GSW events during construction.


As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, SB 743 amended CEQA by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas. Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment.” The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria: it is in a transit priority area because of its location within ½ mile of a major transit stop; it is an infill site because it is located on a previously developed site in an urban area; and it is an employment center because it would be an expansion of existing commercial support uses, located in a transit priority area on a site already developed and zoned for commercial uses. Thus, this SEIR does not consider adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA. However, OCII acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, a parking demand analysis is presented for informational purposes and considers secondary physical impacts associated with constrained supply (e.g., queuing by drivers waiting for scarce onsite parking spaces that affects the public right-of-way).


The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the identified parking shortfall, and did not require any mitigation measures. The project would not have any new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR related to parking, although, as noted above, the discussion of parking conditions is presented for informational purposes only.


Proposed Project Parking Supply


The project site currently contains two surface metered parking facilities containing about 605 parking spaces. With implementation of the proposed project, the existing surface parking lots would be eliminated. The proposed project would provide a total of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, including 22 ADA accessible spaces within an on-site parking garage containing 899 spaces and 51 parking spaces within the separate loading center. With the exception of about six spaces, which would be tandem spaces, all vehicle parking spaces would be independently-accessible.[footnoteRef:51] Vehicular access to the garage would be from both South Street and 16th Street, and 51 of the vehicle spaces would be located within the separate below-grade loading area within the parking garage. The 51 vehicle parking spaces within the loading area would be reserved for use by the Golden State Warriors. As part of the project, the sponsor has also acquired the right to park at 132 existing off-street parking spaces in the 450 South Street parking garage, accessed from South Street and Bridgeview Way directly north of the project site. Combined, the proposed project would have 1,082 vehicle parking spaces serving the project uses.  [51: 	Independently-accessible parking spaces allow a vehicle to be accessed without having to move another vehicle.] 



During non-event periods, ticket-issuing machines paired with a pay-on-foot ticket kiosks[footnoteRef:52] would be set up to manage project visitor parking, while an Automatic Vehicle Identification System (AVI)[footnoteRef:53] would be implemented to control on-site employee parking. During Golden State Warriors basketball games, a prepaid parking system is proposed for patrons to access the parking garage, where the parking attendant would scan a prepaid barcode hang tag on vehicles (prepaid credentials would be sold through the Golden State Warriors season ticket process). An AVI system may also be used for Golden State Warriors VIPs to access the garage. [52: 	A machine that accepts payment and validates pay-parking access tickets without cashier assistance. These machines are also known as automatic pay stations.]  [53: 	An Automatic Vehicle Identification (AVI) system involves using radio frequency identification (RFID) system to automatically identify a vehicle when it enters a garage, so that it can be authorized and permitted to enter and exit. The system is able to identify a vehicle as it approaches the gate, allowing the parking system to authorize entry and open the gate, without the driver having to stop or open the window.] 



With implementation of the proposed project, on-street parking adjacent to the project site would be provided on South Street, Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and 16th Street, as follows:


· On the south side of South Street, a Mission Bay TMA shuttle stop approximately 60 feet in length would be provided immediately east of Third Street, and a taxi zone approximately 100 feet in length would be provided east of Bridgeview Way, where the project garage entrance/exit is located. Seven metered commercial loading spaces would be provided directly west of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, and one metered commercial loading space would be located between the TMA shuttle stop and the project garage driveway. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Nineteen metered parking spaces would be located on the north side of South Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On the west side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard, approximately eight metered commercial loading spaces would be provided immediately south of South Street and a 75-foot wide paratransit stop would be provided midblock. The remaining curb length would be dedicated to 14 metered parking spaces. Twenty-nine metered parking spaces would be located on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th and South Streets.


· On the north side of 16th Street one metered commercial loading space and 30 metered parking spaces would be provided. On the segment of 16th Street between Illinois Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard, 24 metered parking spaces would be located to the south of the curbside bicycle lane. The parking lane would be separated from the bicycle lane by a 4-foot wide buffer. On the segment between Third and Illinois Streets, seven metered parking spaces (including one commercial loading space) would be located adjacent to the curb, and the proposed bicycle lane would be adjacent to the curb parking lane. Thirty metered parking spaces would be located on the south side of 16th Street, between Terry A. Francois Boulevard and Third Street.


· On Third Street, no stopping or parking is allowed at any time on either side of the street, and the prohibition would be maintained as part of the proposed project. Additional signage would be placed as part of the proposed project on the east sidewalk to emphasize the existing stopping and parking prohibitions, including the prohibition of passenger loading/unloading at any time.


As discussed below, during post-event conditions, temporary parking restrictions would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. 


Project Parking Supply and Demand


Table 5.2-67 summarizes the proposed project parking demand and supply for the project scenarios for midday (between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m.) and evening (7:00 and 8:30 p.m.) conditions on weekdays and Saturdays. The proposed project parking supply of 1,082 parking spaces includes 950 parking spaces within the on-site parking garage, as well as 132 parking spaces off-site within the 450 South Street Parking Garage for which the project sponsor has acquired parking rights to serve the project. 


table 5.2-67
project parking supply and demand by scenario


			Supply and Demand


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Project Supply


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082


			1,082





			Project Demand


			


			


			


			





			


			No Event


			1,049


			489


			589


			462





			


			Convention Event


			1,906


			669


			--


			--





			


			Basketball Game


			1,072


			4,270


			589


			4,573








SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The project parking demand would change depending on the event condition, and would be greatest during the weekday midday on days with a convention event (1,906 spaces), on weekday evenings with a basketball game (4,270 spaces), and on Saturday evenings with a basketball game (4,573 spaces).


As highlighted in Table 5.2-67, for the No Event scenario, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated within the proposed supply. For the Convention Event scenario[footnoteRef:54], the parking demand would exceed the project supply during the weekday midday period, while for the Basketball Game scenario, the parking demand would exceed the project supply during both weekday and Saturday evenings. This unmet parking demand would need to be accommodated in other off-street parking facilities in the study area or potentially on the street.  [54: 	Daytime convention event with about 9,000 attendees.] 



As indicated in Section 5.2.3.7 above, on-street parking within Mission Bay is well utilized during the daytime hours, with midday occupancies about 90 percent. Given this high level of parking occupancy and the fact that all on-street spaces will be metered in the future as part of the SFMTA/Port parking management plan, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of midday parking conditions under any scenario.


Typical parking utilization in the area during the evening and overnight hours is about 25 percent due to the current limited evening uses in the area, increasing to 60 percent during on SF Giants evening game days. On days with evening events at the project site, some visitors may seek on-street parking, and parking occupancy would increase in the project vicinity during events at the project site. However, the SFMTA and Port of San Francisco are implementing special event rates in the general vicinity of AT&T Park during SF Giants games, which would also be applicable during events at the project site. Metered rates would be comparable to those charged at off-street parking facilities during events.


Thus, given that the availability of on-street parking in the evening would be relatively small (150 to 250 spaces overall) and that all on-street spaces would be metered and charge special event rates, no credit for on-street parking availability has been assumed for the analysis of evening parking conditions with a basketball game.


For these reasons, the analysis of parking supply and demand conditions focused on all the off-street facilities within the transportation study area (i.e., those facilities listed in Table 5.2-8) and presented in Figure 5.2-8). The following section presents the off-street parking supply for the project analysis scenarios for conditions without and with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park grouped by facility owner/operator.


Existing plus Project Study Area Off-street Parking Supply


Table 5.2-68 presents the midday and evening parking supply within the transportation study area for weekday and Saturdays for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park and for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. Additional detail by parking facility is included in Appendix TR. A number of parking facilities currently open, or remain open, during games at AT&T Park to accommodate attendees driving to a baseball game. Specifically, parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, Pier 48 Sheds A and B, and Lot C with about 1,100 parking spaces overall are closed on no game days but become available for public parking during a SF Giants game on weekdays, while Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C become available for public parking on Saturdays.[footnoteRef:55] As a result of this variation in the operation of existing parking facilities during SF Giants games at AT&T Park, the parking supply would also vary for existing plus project conditions without and with an event at the project site, and without and with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. [55: 	Lot A is only available to SF Giants parking permit holders on home game days.] 



The transportation analysis assumes that current operating characteristics of the public parking facilities supporting the SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park do not change, and that the existing facilities currently open to the general public on weekdays and weekends would remain available to the public (e.g., most UCSF parking facilities currently operate 24 hours a day every day), including employees and visitors to the proposed project site.


Thus, for existing plus project conditions for the No Event and Convention Event scenarios, the weekday parking supply would be about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 6,200 during the evening periods, and on Saturdays the parking supply would be about 6,200 spaces during the midday and evening periods (i.e., parking facilities at 185 Berry Street, 450 South Street, and 1670 Owens Street would remain closed on Saturdays, as under Existing conditions). 


Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


For purposes of the transportation analysis, it was assumed that in addition to the facilities currently available for parking by the general public, the 450 South Street garage containing approximately 1,400 spaces, which is currently closed to the general public after 7:00 p.m., would also be available to accommodate event-related parking during weekday and weekend evening events. This would be similar to what currently occurs at the 185 Berry Street garage on weekdays during a SF Giants evening game. Thus, as noted in Table 5.2-68, during the Saturday analysis period, the parking supply in the study area would increase from the current 6,200 parking spaces to 7,600 spaces.


table 5.2-68
Existing plus project Study area parking supply by scenario


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event and Convention Event


			Basketball Gamee





			


			Weekday


			Saturday


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Conditions without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilitiesa


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530


			2,530





			3


			UCSF Facilitiesb


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilitiesc


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			1,400


			--


			1,400





			5


			Other Facilitiesd


			435


			135


			135


			135


			435


			135


			135


			135





			


			Total


			8,685


			6,205


			6,205


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605


			6,205


			7,605





			Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park





			1


			Project Site


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950


			950





			2


			SF Giants Facilities


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,350


			2,530


			3,530


			2,530


			3,350





			3


			UCSF Facilities


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590


			2,590





			4


			Alexandria Facilities


			2,180


			--


			--


			--


			2,180


			2,180


			--


			2,180





			5


			Other Facilities


			435


			405


			135


			135


			435


			405


			135


			435





			


			Total


			8,685


			7,295


			6,205


			7,025


			8,685


			9,475


			6,205


			9,505








NOTES:


a	SF Giants facilities include Pier 48 Sheds A and B and Lot C (Blocks 3E and 4E)


b	UCSF facilities include 1650 Third Street, Block 23, 1625 Owens Street (Rutter Community Center), and Medical Center Phase 1 Garage and Lot 


c	Alexandria facilities include 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street 


d	Other facilities include 601 Terry A. Francois Boulevard (Pier 52 boat launch) and a temporary Port lot on the east side of Terry A. Francois Boulevard. 


e	Basketball Game scenario assumes that about 1,200 parking spaces within 450 South Street would be available for event parking on weekday and weekend evening for conditions without a SF Giants game, and that 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street and 185 Berry Street facilities would be available on Saturdays for conditions with a SF Giants evening game. 


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Study Area Parking Supply for Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


The existing plus project parking supply for No Event and Convention Event scenarios during a baseball game at AT&T Park was assumed to be the same as for existing conditions (i.e., on weekdays about 8,700 spaces during the midday and 7,300 spaces during the evening periods, and on Saturdays about 6,200 spaces during the midday and 7,000 spaces during the evening periods).


For the Basketball Game scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the transportation analysis assumes that additional facilities that currently remain closed during baseball games at AT&T Park would open during the evenings to accommodate the additional project event-related parking. Specifically, the supply assumes that both Alexandria facilities (i.e., 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street) would open on weekday evening, and that on Saturday evenings, both Alexandria facilities, as well as the 185 Berry Street garage, would be also available.


Existing plus Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-69 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As noted above, under the No Event scenario (i.e., assuming the parking demand generated by the office, retail and restaurant uses) for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 74 percent during the weekday midday and 42 percent during the weekday evening, and substantially lower (about 22 to 28 percent) on a Saturday. It should be noted that the weekday midday occupancy is greater at some nearby facilities, such as the UCSF garages which currently operate at 90 to 95 percent during the midday period; as such, it is possible that some of those vehicles parking at those facilities could migrate to the project garage, evening out the distribution of overall utilization.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario, the parking demand would exceed the total project parking supply, and a portion of the demand would need to be accommodated in other nearby off-street parking facilities, such as Lot A which contains approximately 2,400 spaces and is currently 30 to 40 percent occupied during the weekday midday period. Overall, weekday midday parking utilization within the study area would increase from 74 percent under the No Event scenario to 84 percent under the Convention Event scenario. Weekday evening occupancy within the study area under the Convention Event scenario would be similar to the No Event, below 50 percent occupied, as the daytime convention event would be practically over at that time.






table 5.2-69
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND 
SUPPLY Without A SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping 


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111


			5,409


			2,111





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Total Supply


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			74%


			42%


			84%


			45%


			75%


			84%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,227


			3,605


			1,370


			3,425


			2,204


			1,224





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(176)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1,159


			919


			—


			—


			1,159


			919





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			—


			—


			589


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,748


			1,381


			—


			—


			1,757


			5,492





			Total Supply


			6,205


			6,205


			—


			—


			6,205


			7,605





			Total Parking Occupancy


			28%


			22%


			—


			—


			28%


			72%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,457


			4,824


			—


			—


			4,448


			2,113





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open on Saturdays


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			—


			—


			No shortfall


			No shortfall








NOTE: 


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays under the Basketball Game scenario, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the basketball game-generated parking demand would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated at other nearby off-street parking facilities. It is anticipated that a substantial portion of the project-generated parking demand under the Basketball Game scenario would be accommodated in Lot A (about 1,500 vehicles), as well as in the 450 South Street Parking Garage (about 1,200 vehicles, and which the analysis assumes would be open). In addition, it is anticipated that about 600 vehicles would be accommodated within various UCSF parking facilities, including the 1650 Third Street, 1625 Owens Street, and Medical Center Phase 1 garages. On Saturday evenings, more vehicles would be parked at Lot A (about 2,100 vehicles, reflecting the lower current parking occupancy at Lot A), and slightly fewer at the UCSF facilities (about 500 vehicles). As indicated in Table 5.2-69, the overall weekday evening parking occupancy in the study area would increase from 42 percent under the No Event scenario to 64 percent under the Basketball Game scenario. On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy would increase from 22 percent under the No Event scenario to 72 percent under the Basketball Game scenario.


In the event that the 450 South Street Parking Garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings (i.e., only those parking facilities that are currently open in the evenings would be able to accommodate the proposed project parking demand), occupancy of other facilities (such as the nearby UCSF garages and lots) would increase to their capacity, and overall occupancy would increase from 84 percent to more than 100 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 89 percent on Saturday evenings. As a result of the approximately 200-space parking shortfall on weekdays (about 3 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, providing clear direction to alternative parking locations in advance of events, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking deficit would be eliminated. 


In the event that the 450 South Street parking garage would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings, and the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, and it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. South of the project site within the study area, the streets between Mariposa and 18th Streets, between Indiana and Third Streets are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation which restricts on-street parking Monday through Friday, to a two or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed, in which case there is no time limit enforced. On these streets, the RPP regulation is not in effect during the weekday evenings, thus residents arriving to these areas could have difficulty parking on-street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the weekday RPP regulations until 10 p.m., increasing enforcement by SFMTA, and increasing the supply of metered parking spaces in strategic locations. 


Table 5.2-69 also shows that in the event that the UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday and weekend evenings, the expected project parking demand could still be accommodated among the remaining facilities (assuming that the 450 South Street parking garage is available), with the overall occupancy increasing from 84 percent to 91 percent on weekday evenings, and from 69 percent to 77 percent on Saturday evenings.


As part of post-event transportation management, temporary parking restrictions on South Street (34 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), Terry A. Francois Boulevard (15 spaces between South and 16th Streets), 16th Street (61 spaces between Third Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard), and Illinois Street (40 spaces between 16th and 18th Streets) would reduce vehicular travel on the affected streets, and would displace the existing parking demand to other streets or to off-street facilities in the nearby vicinity. As noted above, lack of available on-street parking may result in drivers looking for a parking space on other streets, primarily to the west and south of the project site. During the weekday and weekend evening periods, on-street parking occupancy is low, and the overall number of parking spaces that would be affected would be relatively low (less than 150 spaces), and would not be expected to substantially affect overall on-street parking conditions.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions without a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street parking garage becomes available for event parking on weekday evenings.


Existing plus Project Conditions with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-70 presents the existing plus project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. 


No Event Scenario


As shown in Table 5.2-70, under the No Event scenario for both weekday and Saturday conditions, parking would be accommodated within the proposed project parking supply, and therefore would not affect other off-street parking facilities in the study area. Thus, the No Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be similar to existing conditions. Total areawide parking occupancy would be about 68 percent during the weekday midday and 80 percent during the weekday evening, while on a Saturday, the total areawide parking occupancy would be about 31 percent during the midday and 78 percent during the evening. This occupancy reflects the parking demand associated with the SF Giants game attendees parking within the study area, as well as the additional parking supply typically provided by the SF Giants and others on baseball game days. For SF Giants evening game, 185 Berry Street, Piers 48, and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekday evenings, and Piers 48 and Lot C are open to accommodate SF Giants parking demand on weekends. Lot A is only available to SF Giants permit parking holders on game days.


Convention Event Scenario


Under the Convention Event scenario with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, parking occupancy during the weekday midday and evening would be similar to conditions without a SF Giants game. On days with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, overall midday occupancy is currently somewhat lower than on days without a SF Giants game, and the demand associated with the convention event would be accommodated without substantially affecting overall parking conditions. During the weekday evening period, parking demand associated with the convention event would be low, and would also not substantially affect the overall parking conditions. 


table 5.2-70
Existing plus project Study area parking Demand AND SUPPLY With A 
SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344


			4,865


			5,344





			Project Demand


			1,049


			489


			1,906


			669


			1,072


			4,270





			Total Demand


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Total Supply


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Total Parking Occupancy


			68%


			80%


			78%


			82%


			68%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			2,771


			1,462


			1,914


			1,282


			2,748


			(139)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


(facilities are open at midday)


			(2,589)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			(1,065)





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Demand


			1.319


			5,003


			–


			–


			1,319


			5,003





			Project Demand


			589


			462


			–


			–


			598


			4,573





			Total Demand


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Total Supply


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Total Parking Occupancy


			31%


			78%


			–


			–


			31%


			101%





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			4,297


			1,560


			–


			–


			4,288


			(71)





			Shortfall if Additional Facilities Not Open after 7:00 p.m.


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(2,521)





			Shortfall if UCSF Facilities Not Available for Event Parking


			No shortfall


			No shortfall


			–


			–


			No shortfall


			(969)








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





However, on weekdays when SF Giants games start at 12:05 p.m., 12:45 p.m., 1:15 p.m., or 1:35 p.m., the midday parking demand would be greater than that presented in Table 5.2-70 for evening games, and therefore, there would be a parking shortfall in the area on the days. The number of SF Giants day games is limited, with about 11 of the 54 weekday games scheduled for the 2015 regular season (about two games per month between April and October). In those instances, the approximately 900 project vehicles that would otherwise park at Lot A would not be able to do so, as Lot A would only be available to SF Giants parking permit holders. It could be expected that convention event planners would provide additional shuttle bus service to the project site on those days, to minimize parking demand. In addition, promoting public transit and encouraging carpooling would further reduce parking demand, while providing parking attendant services could increase the parking supply.


Basketball Game Scenario


On weekdays with an evening basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to the No Event scenario (i.e., primarily the parking demand associated with the office, retail, and restaurant uses), and parking would be accommodated on-site. During the weekday evening, however, the project-generated parking demand, combined with the SF Giants parking demand, would exceed the project supply, and would need to be accommodated in other nearby facilities.


On weekday evenings, overall parking demand would increase from 84 percent on days without SF Giants games to a theoretical 101 percent (about 140-space parking deficit) on days with a SF Giants evening game. As a result of the approximately 140-space parking shortfall on weekdays (less than 3.5 percent of the project demand), individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use transit to arrive at the site because the perceived convenience of driving is lessened by a shortage of parking. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, and adjusting event parking rates, the parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during the event days and the potential parking shortfall could be eliminated. If the additional spaces provided at 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street facilities were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 2,300 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during weekday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 140 spaces to about 1,070 spaces.


On Saturdays, the overall parking occupancy during the evening period would increase from 78 percent to a theoretical 101 percent (about 70-space parking deficit, which would be less than 1.6 percent of the project parking demand and well within the daily variation of traffic). If the additional parking spaces at 450 South Street, 1670 Owens Street, and 185 Berry Street garages were not available as assumed to accommodate public parking on days with a SF Giants evening game, the expected 70-space parking deficit would increase to about 2,520 spaces. Similarly, if UCSF parking facilities would not be made available for event parking during Saturday evenings the unmet project parking demand would increase from about 70 spaces to about 970 spaces.


Overall, under existing plus project conditions with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the project-generated parking demand would be accommodated with the existing off-street and on-street supply during weekday and Saturday conditions, as long as the 450 South Street and 1670 Owens Street and UCSF-owned parking garages become available for event parking on weekday and weekend evenings, and the 185 Berry Street garage becomes available for event parking on weekend evenings. 






Existing plus Project Conditions without the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan


As described in Section 5.2.5.3, this SEIR assessed conditions if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan for large events at the event center were not to be implemented as part of the project. Table 5.2-29 through Table 5.2-32 present the resulting change in travel modes of event attendees for a basketball game from transit to auto modes. Because more attendees would be driving, the event-related parking demand would also increase over conditions with implementation of the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan, particularly during the late evening period when parking demand associated with events would be greatest. During the late evening the parking demand for the Basketball Game scenario would increase by 606 spaces on weekdays and 669 spaces on a Saturday.


On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, the additional parking demand would be accommodated within the study area parking supply, although parking occupancies would increase to close to capacity. On weekday and Saturday evening basketball games with an overlapping SF Giants evening game, the identified weekday and Saturday parking shortfalls in the study area would increase from 139 spaces to 745 spaces, and from 71 spaces to 740 spaces, respectively. It is likely that if the Muni Special Event Transit Service Plan is not implemented, additional parking facilities outside of the study area would be identified to accommodate the increased demand (e.g., potential parking lot(s) in the vicinity of Pier 70), and existing facilities would be more efficiently utilized during event days through the use of attendant parking. Parking utilization of existing parking facilities for the SF Giants to the north of the study area (e.g., the Pier 30 lot and the Bayside lot at Seawall Lot 330 containing a total of about 1,300 spaces, and are about 35 percent occupied on weekday evenings and 50 percent on weekend evenings during SF Giants evening games) would increase from existing conditions. In addition, because the proposed parking supply in the study area would not meet demand, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. 


2040 Cumulative Parking Conditions


Considering cumulative parking conditions, over time, due to build-out of Mission Bay and particularly UCSF in the project vicinity, parking demand and competition for on-street and off-street parking would increase. Table 5.2-71 provides a summary of the estimated planned cumulative increases in non-residential development and corresponding parking supply and demand changes in the Mission Bay South area; more detailed information is provided in Appendix TR. As shown in the table, the proposed overall supply would accommodate about 40 percent of the estimated overall non-residential parking demand (weekday midday), and 70 percent of the weekday evening parking demand. Figure 5.2-25 presents the location of the proposed off-street parking facilities associated with proposed and planned future development.






table 5.2-71
Additional Cumulative Non-residential development planned in the 
Misison Bay South Area - from Existing conditions to Year 2040


			Proposed Development


			Net Change in
Non-Residential
Parking Supplyd


			Increase in Non-Residential Parking Demand





			


			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Mission Rock Projecta


			-350e


			2,600


			2,350


			1,560


			1,500





			Remainder of the Mission Bay Planb


			875


			1,810


			475


			490


			290





			Remainder of UCSF LRDP to 2040c


			2,750


			3,410


			1,800


			860


			680





			Total


			3,275


			7,820


			4,625


			2,910


			2,470








NOTES:


a	Mixed-use development project with 1.25 million to 1.6 million gsf of commercial/office/research and development (R&D) uses and 150,000 to 250,000 gsf of retail/entertainment/ancillary uses.


b	Includes hotel/commercial development in Block 1 (250 rooms and 25,000 gsf retail), Kaiser Permanente at 1600 Owens St (220,000 gsf MOB), Parcel 1 at Block 26 (200,000 gsf office/research), Parcel 1 at Block 27 (300,000 gsf office/research), Block 40 (660,000 gsf office/research), and Parcel 7 at Blocks 41-43 (60,000 gsf office/research). 


c	Blocks 15, 16, 18A, 23A and 25B at the North Campus, Phase 2 of the Medical Center at the South campus, and Blocks 33-34 (500,00 gsf office/research) at the East Campus. 


d	Includes removal of existing temporary parking spaces at currently undeveloped parcels, such as those used for SF Giants game parking (Lot A, Lot C, Pier 48, etc.).


e	A net addition of 600 spaces on days when SF Giants do not play at AT&T Park.


SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





The estimates of future parking demand for planned Mission Bay projects was based on standard SF Guidelines methodologies that do not consider the likely long-term shift from auto to non-auto modes of travel that is likely to occur over the next 25 years as a result of the Mission Bay Plan providing parking at approximately half the rate of the estimated demand. A similar effect is likely to occur to the proposed project, as transit service to Mission Bay is improved, as the available parking supply on undeveloped parcels is eliminated, and as parking becomes more expensive, particularly during overlapping events. As such, the parking shortfalls presented in Table 5.2-72, which are based on existing travel patterns, can be considered conservative, that is, higher than could be expected for the above reasons.


2040 Cumulative with Project Conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-72 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions without a SF Giants game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-69) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-72) parking conditions shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall was identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 1,370 and 2,225 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay. These planned developments would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand.


[bookmark: _Toc412731512]



Insert Figure 5.2-25	 - 2040 Cumulative Location of New Parking Facilities






table 5.2-72
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
and SUPPLY without a SF Giants Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			6,205


			8,685


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			0


			0


			0


			780





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			2,837


			4,225


			3,065





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			9,042


			12,910


			11,450





			Existing Demand + Project


			6,458


			2,600


			7,315


			2,780


			6,481


			6,381





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			14,278


			7,225


			15,135


			7,405


			14,301


			11,006





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(1,368)


			1,817 


			(2,225)


			1,637 


			(1,391)


			444 





			Total Parking Occupancy


			111%


			80%


			117%


			82%


			111%


			96%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			6,205


			–


			–


			6,205


			7,605





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			2,837


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,837





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			9,042


			–


			–


			9,042


			10,442





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,748


			1,381


			–


			–


			1,757


			5,492





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,168


			4,231


			–


			–


			5,177


			8,342





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,874


			4,811


			–


			–


			3,865


			2,100





			Total Parking Occupancy


			57%


			47%


			–


			–


			57%


			80%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





As a result of the 2040 cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay. By promoting carpooling, providing parking attendant services, adjusting work schedules, and increasing parking rates, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times (weekday midday), although the overall 2040 cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.






Because the proposed cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet cumulative demand on weekdays at midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south, which are subject to the RPP “X’ regulation (maximum parking during a two- or four-hour period between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. unless an RPP “X” permit is displayed). Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


2040 Cumulative with Project with a SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park


Table 5.2-73 presents the 2040 cumulative with project parking demand and supply for the analysis scenarios for conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. A comparison between existing plus project (Table 5.2-70) and 2040 cumulative with project (Table 5.2-73) parking conditions with an overlapping SF Giants evening game shows that, under 2040 cumulative conditions, parking demand would exceed parking supply during the weekday midday period for all project scenarios (No Event, Convention Event, and Basketball Game), as opposed to existing plus project conditions where no shortfall had been identified. The weekday midday parking shortfall, estimated to be between 800 and 1,700 spaces, would be a result of cumulative development and growth in Mission Bay, which, as noted above, would provide parking spaces at approximately 50 percent of the estimated peak parking demand based on current travel characteristics. 


The 2040 cumulative weekday midday parking shortfall with an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park would be 60 to 75 percent of the shortfall that would be experienced without an overlapping SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park. This is because the daytime parking demand in Mission Bay on days when the SF Giants play in the afternoon is typically lower than on no-game days, as a result of the higher daily parking rates ($50 and higher) charged on game days at parking facilities managed by the SF Giants. As a result of the cumulative parking shortfall during the weekday midday period, individuals who would have preferred to drive may instead use non-auto modes of travel to arrive at Mission Bay, and as noted above, the cumulative parking supply would likely be more efficiently utilized during peak demand times, but the overall cumulative parking shortfall would likely not be eliminated.


Because the projected 2040 cumulative parking supply in Mission Bay would not meet 2040 cumulative demand during the weekday midday, it is possible that some drivers may seek available parking in adjacent residential areas to the south. Because some cumulative visitors might park for less than four hours, residents of these areas could find it difficult to park on the street. The extent of spillover into the nearby residential neighborhoods to the south could be minimized by extending the RPP regulations to a larger area, reducing all non-residential on-street parking to two hours, and increasing weekday midday enforcement.


table 5.2-73
2040 Cumulative with project Study area parking Demand 
AND SUPPLY with a SF Giants Evening Game at AT&T Park


			Parking Facility Grouping


			No Event


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening


			Midday


			Evening





			Weekday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			7,295


			8,685


			9,475





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			1,390


			0


			1,390


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			4,225


			1,887


			4,225


			2,115


			4,225


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			12,910


			10,572


			12,910


			10,800


			12,910


			12,090





			Existing Demand + Project


			5,914


			5,833


			6,771


			6,013


			5,937


			9,614





			Cumulative Changes


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625


			7,820


			4,625





			Total Cumulative Demand


			13,734


			10,458


			14,591


			10,638


			13,757


			14,239





			Surplus/(Shortfall)a


			(824)


			114 


			(1,681)


			162 


			(847)


			(2,149)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			106%


			99%


			113%


			99%


			107%


			118%





			Saturday Conditions





			Existing Supply + Project


			6,205


			7,025


			–


			–


			6,205


			9,505





			Additional existing facilities that remain open after hours


			0


			0


			–


			–


			0


			0





			Cumulative Changes


			2,837


			1,887


			–


			–


			2,837


			2,615





			Total Cumulative Supply


			9,042


			8,912


			–


			–


			9,042


			12,120





			Existing Demand + Project


			1,908


			5,465


			–


			–


			1,917


			9,576





			Cumulative Changes


			3,420


			2,850


			–


			–


			3,420


			2,850





			Total Cumulative Demand


			5,328


			8,315


			–


			–


			5,337


			12,426





			Surplus/(Shortfall)


			3,714


			597


			–


			–


			3,705


			(306)





			Total Parking Occupancy


			59%


			93%


			–


			–


			59%


			103%








NOTE:


a	Parking supply shortfall highlighted in bold and shaded.





SOURCE: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting, 2015.





A 2,000-space larger parking shortfall would also be experienced on weekday evenings with overlapping evening games at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 150 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 2,150 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). Similarly, a 230-space would also be experienced on Saturday evenings with an overlapping event at the event center and at AT&T Park (about 70 spaces under existing plus project conditions compared to 310 spaces under 2040 cumulative conditions). The parking supply shortfall would be due to a combination of several factors: the elimination of existing baseball-oriented parking, an increase of cumulative parking at a lower rate than the estimated cumulative demand for the Mission Bay area, and an increase in evening demand as a result of new retail and restaurant uses associated cumulative development.


The project sponsor of the Mission Rock development project is currently developing a Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program as part of the Mission Rock project that would include a plan to coordinate and facilitate parking and traffic at and around the Mission Rock site on SF Giant game days. One of the key elements of the TDM program would be to manage and optimize the shared parking opportunities between office, retail, commercial, and AT&T Park users on game days. Based on preliminary information on the TDM program, approximately 2,000 of the spaces located at the proposed 2,300-space parking structure stalls would be dedicated to the visitors AT&T Park. This would be accomplished through a combination of promotion of carpooling, increased provision of parking attendant services, adjustment of work schedules, and increased event day parking rates. It would be expected that as a result of the robust TDM program for the Mission Rock project, approximately 2,000 vehicles unrelated to the SF Giants game would not be parked within the study area on weekday evenings during a overlapping basketball game at the project site and SF Giants evening game at AT&T Park, thus increasing the parking supply available to event center attendees and reducing or potentially eliminating the future cumulative parking shortfall.


Project Impacts on the UCSF Helipad Operations


This section of the SEIR addresses potential impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project in consideration of the helipad operations that occur at the nearby UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital. This section documents available information on the existing UCSF hospital helipad facilities and operations, describes applicable regulations governing helipad operations and development in the vicinity of helipads, and addresses potential safety issues associated with construction and operation of the proposed project in the vicinity of the helipad. 


Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area


While the Mission Bay FSEIR assumed the development of a range of UCSF land uses in the Mission Bay Plan area, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area at that time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, and consequently, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with development or operation of a helipad in the Plan area.


On March 17, 2005, The Regents of the University of California (“The Regents”) certified the Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:56] (UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR), which preliminarily addressed potential public safety impacts associated with the development of a potential helipad on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area for medical helicopter transports. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR determined that although there were no existing surrounding structures in the Mission Bay South Plan area that constituted an obstruction based upon Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) or California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics (DOA) final approach and takeoff area (FATO) standards, the maximum building heights from future development within the Mission Bay South Plan are could have the potential to create a flight path obstruction for a future helipad. The UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section noted; however, that approval of a helipad at that site would be subject to future project-specific environmental review, including safety conflicts for the helipad, and concluded that compliance with future CEQA requirements for individual UCSF projects in Mission Bay, together with FAA and DOA review and approval for any subsequent Mission Bay South Plan area projects that could create an obstruction, would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level.  [56:  	UCSF, Long Range Development Plan (LRDP) Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement Final Environmental Impact Report, certified March 17, 2005, SCH No. 2004072067.] 



On September 30, 2005, the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 5)[footnoteRef:57] determining that the UCSF LRDP Amendment No. 2 did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [57:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 5, approved September 20, 2005.] 



On September 17, 2008, The Regents certified the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report[footnoteRef:58] (UCSF Medical Center Final EIR), which also addressed potential environmental impacts associated with the development and operation of a helipad on the roof of the proposed medical center’s outpatient building on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR analyzed 1.4 average daily helicopter transports and 3 daily helicopter transports on a busy day. The UCSF Medical Center Final EIR Aeromedical Helicopter Flight Operations and Public Safety section, relying in part on the results of a Risk Assessment for Helicopter Operations prepared in support of the EIR, determined that the helipad operations would result in a negligible risk to human safety in the vicinity of the helipad site. Furthermore, the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR determined that the operation of the proposed helipad in conjunction with another potential future helipad in the same general area (i.e., San Francisco General Hospital) would result in a less-than-significant cumulative public safety risk.  [58:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Final Environmental Impact Report, certified September 17, 2008, SCH No. 2008012075.] 



The former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency approved an Addendum to the Mission Bay FSEIR (Addendum No. 6)[footnoteRef:59] on September 10, 2008 determining that UCSF Medical Center Draft EIR did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR.  [59:  	San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, Mission Bay Subsequent EIR Addendum, ER 919-97 Addendum No. 6, approved September 10, 2008.] 



The Regents deferred approval of the UCSF Medical Center helipad component of the UCSF Medical Center project until April 2009, pending the development of a residential sound reduction program that was addressed in as subsequent environmental document.[footnoteRef:60] On July 28, 2009, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, as a responsible agency for the helipad project under CEQA, considered the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR adequate as supplemented and amended, and approved the proposed UCSF helipad.[footnoteRef:61] [60:  	UCSF, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay - Residential Sound Reduction Program for Helicopter Operations Final Subsequent EIR, certified April 20, 2009, SCH No. 2008012075.]  [61:  	San Francisco Board of Supervisors, Resolution No. 310-09, Resolution Approving the Proposed Helipad at the UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay under California Public Utilities Code Section 21661.5 and Adopting Environmental Findings under the California Environmental Quality Act, including a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and a Statement of Overriding Considerations, adopted July 28, 2009.] 



On November 20, 2014, The Regents certified the UCSF 2014 Long Range Development Plan Final EIR (UCSF 2014 LRDP Final EIR) which addressed additional planned development on the UCSF campus in Mission Bay South. The 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR Hazards and Hazardous Materials section addressed potential public safety impacts associated with additional land use development proposed under the 2014 LRDP in the helipad vicinity in the Mission Bay South Plan area, and determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP would have a less-than-significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad.


[bookmark: _Toc236124634]Setting


UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad


UCSF Helipad Overview


The UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad began operating in February 2015, and is currently the only operating hospital helipad in San Francisco. Helicopter access to the hospital is limited to critical and life-threatening conditions.[footnoteRef:62] All patients with less serious conditions are transported by ground ambulance. The helipad is not used for routine transport of stable patients, transport of patients to other UCSF facilities, or for any non-patient related travel. The hospital is not a trauma center; and consequently, is not used for trauma scene transport.[footnoteRef:63] [62:  	Examples of life-threatening conditions include a baby born with a life-threatening birth defect, a child with septic shock and organ failure that may die within hours, or a pregnant woman with a condition threatening her life and/or the life of her baby.]  [63:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



UCSF Helipad Location and Design


Figure 5.2-26 presents the location of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad with respect to the project site. The helipad is located atop the roof of the UCSF Ron Conway Gateway Medical Building at 1825 4th Street, on Block 36 in the Mission Bay South Plan area. The helipad is located approximately 500 horizontal feet west of the southwest corner of the project site. The helipad deck is located at an elevation of approximately 140 feet above ground level (agl) [156 feet above mean sea level (msl)]. The helipad facility contains applicable design and safety features, including a raised landing area with required markings, perimeter lighting, safety netting, lighted windcone, and rooftop obstruction lighting.[footnoteRef:64] [64:  	Heliplanners, Exhibit HP-1, UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay Heliport Layout Plan, revised September 25, 2014] 




Insert Figure 5.2-26






UCSF Helipad Existing Operations


As was assumed in the UCSF Medical Center Final EIR, UCSF projects the hospital will experience approximately 500 annual medical transports per year to the helipad, amounting to about 42 monthly transports, or 1.4 average daily transports and 3 daily transports on a busy day. UCSF contracts with medical companies that base their medical transport teams and helicopters in Oakland. Helicopter daily average arrival times are 7:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. (42 percent), 3:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. (40 percent) and 11:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. (18 percent).[footnoteRef:65] [65:  	UCSF, Facts About UCSF Medical Center at Mission Bay: UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital San Francisco Helipad, August 8, 2014.] 



Figure 5.2-26 presents the designated preferred helicopter arrival and departure flight paths for the helipad. These flight paths were developed through extensive coordination with the City and local community considering a number of factors, including wind conditions and a goal of minimizing noise effects to residential uses in the area. As shown in Figure 5.2-26, the primary arrival/departure route is from/to the east along 16th Street and over the Bay. Alternate and secondary flight paths are only used if the primary flight path is not desirable due to wind conditions or safety considerations. One alternate departure route is to the west along 16th Street, along Interstate 280, Mission Bay Commons, and over the Bay; another alternate departure route is to the north for a short distance, hence east-west along South Street and over the Bay. The secondary departure route is along 16th Street to points west.


UCSF estimates the flight time for UCSF helicopters from the Bay shoreline to the helipad is approximately one to two minutes, and the estimated descent-to-landing and ascent-to-departure is approximately 30 seconds. Helicopter hovering is not a routine part of helicopter landing operations at the helipad.[footnoteRef:66] [66:  	Ibid.] 



UCSF service contracts with air medical companies require that all pilots be routinely trained to ensure that optimum arrival and departure flight paths are followed for each helicopter type that serves UCSF. 


UCSF Helipad Airspace and Obstruction Clearance Surfaces


The airspace surfaces for a heliport[footnoteRef:67] are prescribed in Title 14 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 77, Safe, Efficient Use, and Preservation of the Navigable Airspace. Section 77.23 defines imaginary airspace surfaces for civil (non-military) heliports. The applicable airspace surfaces for the UCSF helipad are described below and illustrated in Figure 5.2-27.  [67:  	Please note the terms “helipad” and “heliport” are used interchangeably in this SEIR.] 



Primary Surface – The Primary Surface is a horizontal plane at the elevation of the established heliport elevation (approximately 156 feet msl). The Primary Surface for the UCSF helipad is 98 feet by 98 feet square, which coincide with the location and dimensions of the facility’s Final Approach and Takeoff Area (FATO).



Insert Figure 5.2-27



Approach Surface – Each Approach Surface associated with a heliport begins at the edge of the heliport’s Primary Surface and the inner width of the surface is the same width as the Primary Surface. The Approach Surface then extends outward and upward for a horizontal distance of 4,000 feet where its outer width is 500 feet. The slope of the Approach Surface for civil heliports is 8:1 (one foot upward for every eight feet outward).


Transitional Surfaces – The Transitional Surfaces extend outward and upward from the lateral boundaries of the Primary Surface and the Approach Surface(s) at a slope of 2:1. The Transitional Surfaces extend for a lateral distance of 250 feet measured horizontally from the centerline of the Primary Surface and Approach Surfaces.


FAA Order 8260.3B, United States Standard for Terminal Instrument Procedures (TERPS), contains the criteria used to formulate, review, approve, and publish procedures for instrument flight procedures to and from civil and military airports. The Order identifies Obstacle Clearance Surfaces required for different types of instrument approach procedures (i.e., night time straight-in instrument approach). The UCSF Medical Center helipad operates under Visual Flight Rules. A review of available information indicates there are no published instrument approach procedures for the UCSF Medical Center helipad. Therefore, TERPS Obstacle Clearance Surface criteria are not applicable to the hospital’s helipad. 


Regulatory Framework


Federal Regulations


Federal Aviation Administration


The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is the agency of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is charged with (1) regulating air commerce to promote its safety and development; (2) achieving the efficient use of navigable airspace of the United States; (3) promoting, encouraging, and developing civil aviation; (4) developing and operating a common system of air traffic control and air navigation for both civilian and military aircraft; and (5) promoting the development of a national system of airports.


Heliport Design Standards


FAA Advisory Circular 150/5390-2C, Heliport Design, provides standards, guidelines, and specifications for the siting, design, and construction of heliports. Chapter 4 of AC 5390-2C provides information and guidance for the layout and design of hospital heliports. These standards are required for projects funded by the FAA, but are the FAA’s recommendations for all heliports.


Notice of Landing Area Proposal


14 CFR Part 157, Notice of Construction, Alteration, Activation and Deactivation, requires persons proposing to construct, activate, deactivate, or alter a heliport to give advance notice of their intent to the FAA. Pursuant to Federal Regulation 14 CFR Part 157, prior to construction of the UCSF helipad, the FAA conducted an aeronautical study that evaluated the effects the helipad would have on existing or future traffic patterns of neighboring airports; the effects on the existing airspace structure and projected programs of the FAA; the effects it would have on the safety of persons and property on the ground; and the effects that existing or proposed manmade objects (on file with the FAA) and natural objects within the affected area would have on the helipad. The FAA aeronautical study and determination do not consider environmental or land use compatibility impacts.


Following the study, the FAA issued an advisory airspace determination that the helipad would not adversely affect the safe and efficient use of the navigable airspace by aircraft, provided among other stipulations, that all operations are conducted in Visual Flight Rules (VFR) weather conditions, and routes of ingress and egress are established and maintained obstruction-free. UCSF obtained its airspace determination from the FAA on June 1, 2011. [UCSF: Please verify when UCSF received the airspace determination; a UCSF Fact Sheet references December 2008; but a FAA letter provided by UCSF seems to indicate it was on June 1, 2011; and the Heliplanners Site Layout exhibit appears to indicate it was December 18, 2012.]


Hazards to Air Navigation


14 CFR Part 77 establishes requirements for notification to the FAA of objects that may affect navigable airspace. It sets standards for determining obstructions to navigable airspace and provides for aeronautical studies of such obstructions to determine their effect on the safe and efficient use of airspace. Although the requirements of 14 CFR Part 77 only applies to public airports and heliports, it provides meaningful criteria for the protection of navigable airspace associated with private heliports.


Part 77 defines objects that are obstructions to imaginary airspace surfaces. The FAA presumes these obstructions to be a hazard to air navigation unless an FAA study determines otherwise. Objects presumed to affect navigable airspace may be mitigated by: 1) removing the object, 2) altering (i.e., lowering) the object, or 3) marking and/or lighting the object (providing it would not be a hazard if marked or lighted).


Outdoor Lighting / Nuisance Lighting


FAA Advisory Circular 70-1, Outdoor Laser Operations, provides information for outdoor laser operations that may affect aircraft operations. The Advisory Circular describes how to notify the FAA of planned laser operations and what action the FAA will take to respond to such notifications.[footnoteRef:68] [68:  	FAA also issued Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K which provides guidance on lighting and/or marking obstructions.] 



State Regulations


California Department of Transportation


Heliport Permit


State Heliport Permit requirements are promulgated in the California Public Utilities Code (PUC), Section 21001 et seq., otherwise known as the State Aeronautics Act, and the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 21, Sections 3525-3560, Airports and Heliports. The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) Division of Aeronautics (DOA) issues permits for all helipads in the State of California. Helipads must meet the FAA’s FATO standards in order to obtain a Caltrans operating permit. 


Pursuant to Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Section 21666, among other requirements, before issuing a State Heliport Permit:


1. The site meets or exceeds the minimum heliport standards specified by Caltrans in its rules and regulations


2. Safe air traffic patterns have been established for the proposed heliport and all existing airports/heliports and approved airport/heliport sites in its vicinity.


3. Safe "zones of approach" for the heliport have been engineered in conformity with the provisions of PUC 21403 (i.e., compliance with FAR Part 77).


UCSF received a Heliport Permit for a special-use heliport issued by the Caltrans (DOA) on September 18, 2013. [UCSF: Please verify if the helipad plans were first submitted/approved in 2009 and re-submitted and approved in 2013, or if there are two different permits that apply.]


Local Regulations


As discussed above, UCSF obtained approval from the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in July 2009 for the construction and operation of a helipad within City limits.


Impacts and Mitigation Measures


Significance Threshold


As discussed in the Initial Study, Hazards and Hazardous Materials section (see Appendix NOP-IS), the project site is not located within an airport land use plan, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, or within the vicinity of private airstrip. Consequently, these criteria are not applicable to the proposed project. The project is, however, within the vicinity of a private helipad and its operational flight paths. Furthermore, the Initial Study, Transportation and Circulation section indicated that the project’s effect on the helipad’s air traffic patterns could be affected and merited analysis in the SEIR. 


Consequently, for purposes of this SEIR, the construction and/or operation of the project would have a significant impact related to air safety and hazards if the project were to:


· Involve features that would result in substantial air safety risk and/or create a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area.


Buildings or structures that penetrate Part 77 airspace surfaces associated with the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad would be considered “obstructions” to air navigation and assumed to be a potential hazard. Although a hazard determination is made by the FAA only for public airports and private facilities with published instrument approaches, penetrations to the airspace surfaces associated with the private UCSF helipad would be considered a significant impact to the safe operation and utility of the helipad. 


Substantial light emissions and/or glare from potential nuisance light sources could adversely affect the vision of pilots using the UCSF helipad and interfere with executing visual approaches to the helipad and landing and takeoff maneuvers. Although a specific threshold indicating a significant impact is not established, a potential to adversely affect the vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual approach to the hospital helipad would indicate a significant impact.


Approach to Analysis


Methodology for Analysis of Direct Impacts


Airspace


The impact analysis in this SEIR determines whether or not the proposed project's temporary and permanent structures would penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. If potential obstructions are identified, the amount by which one or more airspace surfaces would be penetrated was evaluated to determine whether measures may be needed to eliminate or minimize the impact.


Information used to conduct the analysis included:


· aerial photography obtained from the City of San Francisco (DataSF.org)


· the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Helipad Layout Plan prepared by Heliplanners, Inc. for UCSF, which depicts the location of the hospital’s helipad and its airspace surfaces and elevations


· site plans for the proposed project development, including building heights, provided by the project sponsor


· preliminary construction tower crane plan details, including type, size, and location of tower cranes, provided by the project sponsor


· ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the project site, prepared by Martin M. Ron Associates, provided by the project sponsor


First, a base map was prepared depicting the helipad’s existing airspace surfaces in the vicinity of the proposed project. The location and heights of the principal proposed permanent structures, including proposed office and retail building podium and towers, and the event center, were added to the base map to depict the location and approximate elevation of the structures in relation to the existing airspace surfaces. In addition, the location and heights of the temporary project construction cranes, as provided by the project sponsor, were separately added to the base map to illustrate the location and approximate elevations of the construction cranes in relation to the existing airspace surfaces.[footnoteRef:69]  [69:  	It should be noted that both the sponsor’s proposed site plans and preliminary construction tower crane plan details are not design level plans, and consequently, reported elevations and effects on airspace are considered approximate. ] 



As a conservative approach in evaluating the proposed buildings, the average post-construction ground elevation at the project site was assumed to be equal to the highest existing curb elevation adjacent to the project site (southwest corner). The curb elevations on the land survey referenced in Mission Bay Datum values were adjusted in reference to North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVD 88), which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and for conducting airspace evaluations. Consistent with the Mission Bay South Design for Development guidelines, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings included an additional 20 feet above the building rooftops to account for assumed rooftop mechanical equipment and enclosures. The maximum building heights were then added to the post-construction ground elevation to obtain the maximum building elevations. The analysis then compared the elevation data to determine if the proposed buildings would penetrate the airspace surfaces. The analysis evaluated representative test points for the proposed buildings and estimated the approximate clearance or penetration for each test point.


As a conservative approach in evaluating the temporary project construction cranes, the crane maximum working elevation (ground elevation plus crane height) within each crane’s working radius was assumed. This accounts for some mobility of the cranes during construction. The crane maximum working elevations were then assessed to determine if they had the potential to penetrate the airspace surfaces associated with the helipad.


Light Emissions


No proposed exterior lighting details are currently available for the proposed project. Due to the lack of specific information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, including temporary construction lighting, and long-term operational lighting, this SEIR provides a qualitative evaluation of potential associated lighting impacts. 


Methodology for Analysis of Cumulative Impacts


Foreseeable past, present, and probable future projects in the project area that could result in cumulative construction or operational impacts in combination with the proposed project are described in Section 5.1, Impact Overview. The analysis considers whether or not there would be a significant, adverse cumulative impact associated with the helipad operations in combination with past, present, and probable future projects in the immediate vicinity, and if so, whether or not the project's contribution to the cumulative impact would be significant (i.e., cumulatively considerable).


Impact Evaluation—Construction


Airspace


Impact TR-9a: Construction of the proposed project could temporarily obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, construction of the proposed project is anticipated to begin in late 2015 and occur over an approximate 26-month period. Construction activities would include, among other activities, construction of all proposed development, including event center, podium structure, office towers, and plazas. Building erection would require the use of tower cranes, which may be used throughout the construction duration. Tower cranes are comprised of a fixed vertical mast (or tower), a long horizontal jib arm, a shorter horizontal machinery arm, operators cab, and slewing unit (engine).


The preliminary project construction plan as proposed by the sponsor anticipates the placement and use of multiple construction cranes on the project site during construction. The crane heights would be either 200 or 240 feet agl. Figure 5.2-28 illustrates the proposed construction crane locations, crane maximum working elevations (msl) and crane working radii.[footnoteRef:70] As shown in Figure 5.2-28, the estimated maximum working elevation of the cranes would be either 214 or 254 feet msl, with a working radii of between 201 and 267 horizontal feet, depending on the crane and its location.  [70:  	Crane “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-28 are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project construction cranes were assessed to determine if they would have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF helipad. Figure 5.2-28 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed construction cranes and their maximum working elevation. Based on the information provided and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· The working area of the central-west project construction crane would penetrate the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface (i.e., the westbound approach from the Bay) by up to approximately 23 feet (see Point No. 2 in Figure 5.2-28). The penetration would occur if this construction crane were to work over the southwest corner of the project site at an elevation of between approximately 232 to 254 feet msl. The potential penetration in this area would be a temporary obstruction to the helipad’s Transitional Surface.


· The working area of the two southern project construction cranes would extend under the helipad’s primary Approach Surface and adjacent Transitional Surface, with minimum vertical clearances of 5 and 7 feet, respectively (see Points No. 3 and 8 in Figure 5.2-28)


· None of project construction crane masts would be located under the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. However, the masts of the two southernmost project construction cranes would be located under the helipad’s Transitional Surface adjacent to primary Approach Surface, but with vertical clearances of 81 and 91 feet, respectively.
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In summary, based on the preliminary project construction plan for the project construction cranes, one of the project construction cranes would have the potential to result in a temporary penetration of a Part 77 Transitional Surface associated the helipad, which would be considered a potentially significant impact. If the preliminary project construction plan details were to change with respect to proposed tower crane size, location, or other factors, then the project would have the potential to result in greater and/or less airspace penetration effects than those reported above. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a, Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential temporary impacts associated with the use of cranes during the construction period to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction 


Prior to construction, the project construction contractor shall develop a crane safety plan for the project construction cranes that would be implemented during the construction period. The crane safety plan shall identify appropriate measures to reduce, and where possible, avoid, potential conflicts that may be associated with the operation of the construction cranes in the vicinity of the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad airspace. These safety protocols shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the crane safety plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. The crane safety plan may include, but not limited to the following measures:


· coordinate project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII


· If other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the project sponsor shall participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII or its designated representative to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized


· use appropriate markings, flags, and/or obstruction lighting on all project construction cranes working in proximity to the helipad’s airspace surfaces


· inform crane operators of the location and elevation of the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and the need to minimize penetrations to the surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize crane working heights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces


· use construction methods that minimize the duration of Part 77 airspace surface penetrations that may occur


· lower cranes at night and when not in use






Comparison of Impact TR-9a to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not discuss potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on a helipad. Addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR were prepared in 2005 and 2008 that analyzed potential impacts associated with operation of a UCSF helipad (explained further above), however, those addenda also did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction impacts to the UCSF helipad airspace discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant with mitigation, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9b: Project construction lighting would not adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant)


As discussed in Chapter 3, Project Description, some construction activities would occur at night. Potential exterior nighttime construction would use temporary lighting to illuminate work areas immediately surrounding construction equipment and work site. This type of lighting is normally shielded to direct the light downward to the work area and/or diffused to reduce glare to workers and equipment operators. Given the proposed project’s urban setting, the use of this type of lighting would be noticeable to pilots using the hospital helipad, but would not be expected to have a significant impact. Consequently this impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9b to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above, Mission Bay FSEIR as addended did not address potential construction-related impacts from new development in the Plan area on the helipad operations. However, because project construction lighting impacts to UCSF helicopter pilots discussed in this SEIR would be less than significant, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than was previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


_________________________


Impact Evaluation—Operation


Airspace


Impact TR-9c: Development of the proposed project would not obstruct helipad airspace surfaces. (Less than Significant)


As described in detail in Chapter 3, Project Description, the project development would include a multi-purpose event center on the east side of the project site, two office and retail buildings on the west side of the project site, and miscellaneous other structures, such as a food hall and gatehouse building. The proposed 11-story office and retail buildings would be the tallest buildings on the project site, with each building comprised of 6-story podiums (90 feet) and 5story (70-foot) towers above. When accounting for up to an additional 20 feet for rooftop mechanical enclosures, the maximum heights of the proposed office and retail buildings would be 180 feet agl. The proposed event center building would be approximately 135 feet agl at its roof peak. Figure 5.2-29 illustrates the proposed location of the proposed tallest project buildings (i.e., the two office and retail buildings, and the event center) and their corresponding elevations (msl).[footnoteRef:71],[footnoteRef:72] [71:  	As discussed in Chapter 4, Plans and Policies, to accommodate the proposed project, the South Design for Development would be amended to allow an event center not to exceed 135 feet agl (building height limit is currently 90 feet); and to allow for two 160-foot agl towers (exclusive of rooftop mechanical enclosures) – the limit is currently one tower.]  [72:  	Building “heights” are expressed feet above ground level (agl). “Elevations” in Figure 5.2-19d are expressed in mean feet above sea level (msl) referencing NAVD 88 datum, which is commonly used for airport and heliport drawings and conducting airspace evaluations. ] 



Using the approach and methodology discussed under Approach to Analysis above, the project buildings were assessed to determine if they have the potential to penetrate the Part 77 Approach and Transitional airspace surfaces established for the UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital helipad. Figure 5.2-29 shows the UCSF helipad and illustrates its existing airspace surfaces in relation to the proposed project buildings. Based on the information provided by the project sponsor and the evaluation of potential obstructions conducted for this study, the following observations can be made:


· None of the proposed project structures, including the office and retail buildings and the event center, are located directly under any of the helipad’s Approach Surfaces. Portions of the 16th Street tower/podium and event center are located under the Transitional Surface adjacent to the primary Approach Surface (the westbound approach from San Francisco Bay).


· None of the proposed project structures would penetrate the helipad’s Approach or Transitional Surfaces.






Insert Figure 5.2-29






Table 5.2-74 provides the estimated vertical clearance between the helipad’s Transitional Surface and the underlying proposed principal structures (16th Street tower/podium and event center). As shown, the minimum vertical clearance between the 16th Street tower and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 81 feet at the southwest corner of the proposed 16th Street tower roof (Point #3; see location in Figure 5.2-29). The minimum vertical clearance between the proposed event center and the helipad Transitional Surface would be 147 feet (Point #10; see location in Figure 5.2-29).


Table 5.2-74
Part 77 Airspace Vertical Clearances  Proposed Principal Structures


			Point ID


			Description


			Elevation
(feet msl)


			Lowest
Affected Part 77 Surface


			Vertical Clearance (feet)


			Part 77 Surface Penetration (feet)





			1


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			122


			--





			2


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			83


			--





			3


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			81


			--





			4


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			139


			--





			5


			16th Street Tower Mechanical Enclosure


			194


			Transitional Surface


			89


			--





			6


			16th Street Tower Roof


			174


			Transitional Surface


			93


			--





			7


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			172


			--





			8


			16th Street Podium Roof


			104


			Transitional Surface


			168


			--





			9


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			189


			--





			10


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			147


			--





			11


			Event Center Roof


			149


			Transitional Surface


			206


			--





			12


			Event Center Bayfront Terrace


			136


			Transitional Surface


			191


			--











a	See also location of test points in Figure 5.2-29.


SOURCE: 	Golden State Warriors Site Plan information, 2015; UCSF Mission Bay Medical Center Helipad Layout Drawing, 2015; ESA, 2015





Because the proposed buildings would not penetrate the helipad’s Part 77 airspace surfaces and would not be obstructions to air navigation, the impact is determined to be less than significant. 


Mitigation: Not required.


Comparison of Impact TR-9c to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. However, Addendum No. 5 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2005) analyzed operation of a potential helipad contemplated under the UCSF Long Range Development Plan Amendment No. 2 – Hospital Replacement project; and Addendum No. 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR (September 2008) further analyzed operation of this helipad as part of the UCSF Medical Center project.[footnoteRef:73] Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the UCSF hospital project, including operation of a proposed helipad, did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the proposed project buildings on the UCSF helipad airspace would be less than significant. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended. [73:  	Please also see Summary of the Mission Bay FSEIR and Other Applicable Environmental Review Documents in Mission Bay Plan Area in the Setting for a discussion of environmental review conducted by UCSF for the helipad operations.] 



_________________________


Lighting


Impact TR-9d: Certain project specialized exterior lighting could adversely affect helipad flight operations (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 


A project lighting plan is not currently available for this analysis. However, for the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed the exterior lighting for the proposed project would include lighting on the event center façade and roof, lighting at the office and retail buildings, lighting in the proposed plazas and along walkways, and signage lighting. Nightlighting would also be emitted from certain interior areas of the office and retail buildings and the event center. In addition, headlights from project-generated vehicles would also be visible in the evening at project vehicular entrances and on surrounding roadways. As identified in the Project Description, the project would require an amendment to the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan; this would provide guidelines for proposed exterior lighting for the event center. In the absence of information regarding specific proposed exterior lighting, this analysis provides a qualitative evaluation of potential impacts by discussing different types of possible exterior lighting and their potential to affect helipad flight operations.


Mixed-Uses Lighting


In general, the exterior lighting associated with the proposed mixed uses (i.e., non-event center uses) on the site, including the office and retail buildings would be typical of other mixed-use developments in the Mission Bay Plan area and elsewhere in the City. Given the likely common light sources and lighting intensity for these uses, and the existing urban setting of the site, the exterior lighting associated with non-event center uses, and any incidental interior lighting from these uses that may be visible, would be noticeable but would not expected to have a significant impact on helicopter pilots approaching or departing the UCSF helipad.


Event Center Lighting


Based on the operation of other enclosed arenas and event centers, it is likely that during routine night games and events at the event center, additional outdoor lighting could be used at the project site to illuminate walkways, event center entrances, and other potential miscellaneous outdoor structures like sponsor tents and concession areas, in the immediate vicinity of the event center. These lights would be typically building or pole mounted that are shielded to direct light downward. Outdoor lighted signs announcing the event could also be used. Given these common light sources and the urban setting of the proposed project, the outdoor lighting associated with the routine use of the enclosed event center would be noticeable, but would not be expected to have a significant impact on pilots using the UCSF helipad.


Certain games and/or events at the event center, or occasional outdoor events/performances in the proposed plazas, could incorporate specialized outdoor lighting systems and large display screens that may have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and may interfere with visual nighttime approaches and departures to/from the UCSF helipad. Although no specific information currently exists indicating the use of specialized exterior lighting systems at the proposed event center or for outdoor events/performances, potential lighting could include lights that are directed upward or may be of such intensity to affect pilots arriving to or departing from the helipad. These types of lighting systems may include:


· high-intensity area and/or building exterior lighting


· outdoor stage lighting (that may be directed upward)


· large outdoor lighted displays and television screens


· high-intensity lights that may be directed upward (i.e., spot lights, rotating search lights)


· high-intensity flashing or strobe lights


· laser and laser displays (that may be directed upward)


· light configurations that may unintentionally be similar to those associated with the hospital heliport landing area


The effect of nuisance light on a pilot can vary due to numerous factors (i.e., intensity, light direction, type, and distance of the light source), and the effect reported by pilots can also be somewhat subjective. In some cases, the effects can be distracting to the pilot. In other cases (i.e., lasers and spot lights directed at an aircraft), the effects can constitute a hazard. Lights that adversely affect the night vision of pilots and interfere with the execution of a visual nighttime approach to the helipad would endanger the pilot, passengers, and people on the ground.


Overall, the use of specialized outdoor lighting systems would be infrequent and of short duration during nighttime events. However, the use of specialized lighting systems identified above would have the potential to adversely affect a pilot’s vision and execution of a visual night time approach or departure to/from the UCSF helipad. Therefore, the possible use of these specialized lighting systems would be considered a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure MTR-9d, Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan, identifies feasible measures that would reduce potential impacts associated with potential specialized lighting systems to less than significant. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9d: Event Center Exterior Lighting Plan


The project sponsor shall develop an exterior lighting plan that incorporates measures to ensure specialized exterior lighting systems would not adversely impact helipad operations. Feasible measures shall be developed in consultation and coordination with OCII (or its designated representative) and UCSF, and the exterior lighting plan shall be subject to approval by OCII or its designated representative. Measures may include, but not be limited to the following:


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor lighting that is directed upward or otherwise emits a substantial amount of light toward the helipad’s three approaches


· avoid the use of high-intensity outdoor flashing lights or strobe lights in proximity to the hospital helipad’s three approaches


· restrict the use of outdoor lasers and laser light shows that have not been subject to prior review by the FAA


· advance coordination of planned special event lighting with OCII and UCSF representatives


· develop exterior specialized lighting guidelines and ensure event organizers are informed of the hospital helipad, its approaches, and safety concerns related to outdoor nuisance lighting


Comparison of Impact TR-9d to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


As discussed above under Impact TR-9c, while the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area, Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did address operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. As discussed above, the impact of the project's exterior lighting on UCSF helicopter pilots would be less than significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


[bookmark: _Toc236124637]_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-TR-9: The project, in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, could result in significant adverse cumulative impacts to the UCSF helipad. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


Under cumulative conditions, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future development in the immediate project vicinity would have the potential to result in cumulative effects on the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces, and night lighting effects on the UCSF pilots.


In the immediate project vicinity, cumulative building development is anticipated on the currently undeveloped portions of Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, located north, west, southwest and south of the project site, respectively. As with the proposed site, these parcels are located in the vicinity of the UCSF helipad airspace surfaces and/or its arrival/departure flight paths. Of these, Blocks 25, X3, and 33 are planned for development by UCSF under its 2014 LRDP. As discussed above, the 2014 UCSF LRDP Final EIR determined that the implementation of the 2014 LRDP, including new UCSF development immediately west, southwest, and south of the project site, would have a less than significant impact for people residing or working near the helipad. It is also reasonable to assume that UCSF, as operator of its helipad, would design, construct, and operate all of its other planned development on its Mission Bay campus in consideration of ensuring safety operating conditions for the helipad and helicopter pilots. Furthermore, none of the planned development on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33 would include outdoor entertainment facilities, such that there would be no cumulative impact related to exterior specialized lighting. 


However, depending on the construction schedules for the planned developments on Blocks 27, 25, X3, and 33, the construction of the proposed project in combination with other planned development could result in a cumulative adverse impact to the UCSF helipad. Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that the project’s crane safety plan include a measure to coordinate the project crane activity schedule with UCSF and OCII. Furthermore, Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a would require that if other projects on adjacent properties are under construction concurrent with the proposed project and are using tower cranes, the sponsor would participate in joint coordination with those project sponsors and OCII to ensure any potential cumulative construction crane effects on the UCSF helipad would be minimized. With implementation of Mitigation Measures M-TR-9a, the contribution to cumulative impacts by the project would not be considerable, and the impact would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure M-TR-9a: Crane Safety Plan for Project Construction (see Impact TR-9)


Comparison of Impact C-TR-9 to Mission Bay FSEIR Impact Analysis


At the time the Mission Bay FSEIR was prepared, no helipad was specifically proposed by UCSF in the Plan area. As such, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not address potential impacts, including cumulative impacts, associated with operation of a helipad in the Plan area. Addenda No. 5 and 6 to the Mission Bay FSEIR did consider cumulative effects associated with operation of the UCSF helipad, and determined that the proposed helipad did not entail any substantial changes that would require major revisions to the Mission Bay FSEIR, nor would new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously-identified significant effects occur, and no new information had emerged that would materially change any of the analyses or conclusions in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


As discussed above, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative construction impacts of the project on the UCSF helipad operations would be less significant with mitigation. Therefore, the project would result in no new or substantially more severe significant impacts than those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as addended.


OCII Case No. XXXXXX	118	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. XXXXXX		at Mission Bay Blocks 29 to 32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-204	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision


OCII Case No. ER 2014-919-97	5.2-203	Event Center and Mixed-Use Development
Planning Department Case No. 2014.1441E		at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Administrative Draft, May 2015  Subject to Revision
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Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
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Attachments: image001.png


Molly,
 
We have reviewed your proposal and MBDG’s reply dated May 11, 2015 and have a few comments,
understanding this is subject to PUC review and approval.
 


1.       Based on previous discussions with PUC, they don’t want any involvement with this
discharge to the Bay, especially through their outfalls. 


2.       Currently the discharge at SWPS#1 is under a RWQCB permit to MBDG.  After acceptance of
the pump station, the pump station will be under a permit to PUC.  (See Item #1 above). 


3.       Your plan indicates a separate temporary discharge across PORT land and would require
their permission and a permit from RWQCB permit to the Warriors.


4.       The  placement of the two options for treatment system tanks will also need permission
from MBDG and may affect the timing of horizontal and vertical construction.  MBDG’s
option of routing the discharge to SWPS #1 would not be acceptable to PUC after
acceptance of the pump station. (See Item #1 above)


5.      Considering the subsurface conditions that were at the site in the past, we suggest that your
application to the RWQCB will need a comprehensive treatment and monitoring program.


6.       Have your consultants considered how they will handle any ground water or garage surface
water after construction?


 
Please call me if you have further questions.
 
Don


From: Molly Hayes [mailto:mhayes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 5:52 PM
To: 'Stewart, Luke (LStewart@mbaydevelopment.com)'; Hoey, Janea; David Cantor; Jeffrey Tarantino;
'Ybarra, Tolio'; Van Noord, John - AOL; Miller, Don (DPW); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: GSW Dewatering Proposal
 
MBDG, MBTF, and OCII,
 
Please see the attached dewatering strategy proposal for Blocks 29-32. We would appreciate
feedback before sending to SFPUC.
 
Thanks,
Molly
 
--
Molly Hayes
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Arena Project Analyst | Golden State Warriors
Mobile (571)-216-9205 | Office (510)-740-7531
1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
mhayes@warriors.com
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From: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: OCII*Warriors Arena & Classroom*Mission Bay
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 10:37:53 AM


May 18, 2015


 


Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure


Successor Agency Commission


 


Honorable Edwin M. Lee, Mayor


 


Honorable Mara Rosales, Chair


Honorable Miquel Bustos, Commissioner 


Honorable Marily Mondejar, Commissioner


Honorable Darshan Singh, Commissioner


 


Ms. Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director


Ms. Katherine Reilly, Project Manager; Mission Bay North & South


 


C/o Ms. Claudia Guerra, Commission Secretary


City Hall, Room 416 


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102


 


Re:                           *  Public Hearing / Regular Agenda – Tuesday, May 19, 2015 / 1:00 pm


            #5.d) Workshop on the Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan                    


                      for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development on Blocks 29 to 32      


                                         in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (Discussion)


 


               *  Proposal to integrate a High School-College Career Pathway & Field Study Classroom© within   


                 the proposed construction of the SF-Warriors Arena & Event Center; and the potential benefits   


                   available through additional components at Woodside Learning Center and Log Cabin Ranch.


 


Dear Madame Chair Rosales, Commssioners and Director Bohee,


I want to share my support for the Golden State Warriors in their continuing effort to build a state-of-the-art San Francisco Arena & Event Center in Mission Bay.  I also want to thank this OCII Commission, and all
the San Francisco city agencies, private businesses, neighborhood organizations and citizens working to assist in the successful construction of a Basketball Arena and Event Center that will be capable of providing
tremendous economic and social benefits for all sectors of our entire San Francisco Bay Area Community.


I appreciate the wonderful effort that the Warriors have done for Oakland and Bay Area youth through their Warriors Community Foundation that was written about in the SF Chronicle recently by Rusty Simmons, in
his article entitled: “Booming program gives aid to youths” on April 13, 2015.  The article talks about how after co-owners Joseph Lacob and Peter Guber bought the Warriors, they “…decided to rejuvenate the
program and relaunch it in 2013.”  They have renovated Basketball Courts around the Bay Area, and focused on the tremendous needs that our ‘underserved communities’ continue to experience.  The article notes
how Nicole Curran, chair of the Warriors Community Foundation and fiancé of Lacob experienced the sad challenges facing our kids as she managed the “Hoops for Kids” event for the Oakland Youth Development
Center; and the heartbreaking decisions many youth and family members of our community must make every day.


I would like to take this opportunity to introduce one additional, potential long term benefit that the inclusion of my proposed High School Career Classroom within the Warriors Arena can provide for our Bay Area
community; that is, to develop educational and career development opportunities for our youth-at-risk who are making their way through the Juvenile Justice System.  In addition to teaching in our SFUSD high
schools, I have also been teaching at Woodside Learning Center - the San Francisco Unified School District high school program located inside Juvenile Hall for the past 10 years, including the 9 week Summer School
session.


I want to invite the Warriors organization and their Community Foundation department to visit Juvenile Hall during this year’s high school summer program, and ask if the Warriors staff can make a brief 30 minute
presentation to the 4 Classes that are held for the boys and girls who would appreciate learning directly from the Warrior organization about future jobs and career possibilities that will exist at the Warrior’s Arena
and Event Center.  A visit from the Warriors can offer inspiring incentives and learning opportunities and knowledge that can assist them in developing their focus in order to commit to their high school degree
programs; as well as demonstrate from experience the wide variety of studies and pathways available and necessary to pursue in college in order to successfully work within any professional sports organization.


The Woodside Learning Center has a small Gymnasium that the Warriors and SFUSD could also utilize for developing educational and career development programs in partnership with the Warriors Community
Foundation - as well as at the Log Cabin Ranch county school facility in La Honda.  This country setting facility also has a small, separate Gymnasium building a short walk away from the main Education Center that
could serve as a potential Basketball skills and education training facility.  With cooperation from the Warriors and our San Francisco’s public and private sector leaders, a truly model, practical and far-reaching
Education & Career Development Pathway could be created.


Log Cabin Ranch has been struggling for many years to maximize the numerous potential possibilities at this location in Nature.  Two years ago when I taught at Log Cabin for the Summer School session, we were
visited by several people including SFUSD Board of Education Commissioner Sandra Fewer - who told me the Warriors had just met with SF School officials the day before - a member of Mayor Lee’s staff, and a SF
Juvenile Probation Commissioner.  They, like many others before and after their visit, have been contemplating and researching ideas and ways to transform this outdoor educational setting into a productive and
effective Program for a long time.


Briefly, and in summary, I am asking the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure to consider the potential long-term social, economic growth and community benefits possible that can evolve and expand
into future businesses and social health and well-being for our underserved communities through visionary creation of a Partnership between the Golden State Warriors Community Foundation, our San Francisco
government agencies, the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce and other business


leaders and our SFUSD and County Schools – including Woodside Learning Center located inside our Juvenile Justice Center/Youth Guidance Center, and Log Cabin Ranch.


Once again, I wish the Golden State Warriors and the entire San Francisco Community all the best in successfully building this Warriors Arena & Event Center in Mission Bay. 


I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience and working with the Warriors and the City and County of San Francisco in the most beneficial capacity possible.


 


Go Warriors! ~


Sincerely,


Dennis G. MacKenzie



mailto:dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





 


CC:


Golden State Warriors;


Mr. Joseph Lacob, CEO and Governor, Co-Executive Chairman


Mr. Peter Guber, Co-Executive Chairman


  C/o Mr. Rick Welts, President and Chief Operating Officer


        Mr. Theo Ellington, Director, Public Affairs


 


Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee;


  C/o Ms. Katherine Reilly, Project Manager; Mission Bay North & South


        


San Francisco Office of Economic & Workforce Development


Warriors San Francisco Sports & Entertainment Center Project Team;


  C/o Mr. John Gavin, Mr. Adam Van Der Water, Ms. Anne Taupin


 


San Francisco Planning Commission; Honorable Rodney Fong, President, and Members


Mr. John Rahaim, Director of Planning


  C/o Mr. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary


 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors; Honorable London Breed, President, and Members


  C/o Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board


 


Mr. Chris Lanier, Principal, Court Schools; Woodside Learning Center/EMSA/Log Cabin Ranch


San Francisco Unified School District; Teachers, Principals and Administrators


    C/o Mr. Richard A. Carranza, Superintendent, SFUSD


San Francisco Board of Education; Dr. Emily M. Murase, President, and Members


    C/o Ms. Esther V. Casco, Executive Assistant


United Educators of San Francisco; C/o Mr. Dennis Kelly President


 


Juvenile Probation Commission; Honorable Susan Jones, President, and Members


Juvenile Probation Department; Mr. Allen A. Nance, Chief Probation Officer


Mr. Andres Roemer, Consul General of Mexico, San Francisco


**************


Woodside Learning Center


School code number: 
Grade level: County School


375 Woodside Avenue, San Francisco, CA, 94127
Phone: (415) 753-7792
Fax: (415) 753-7793
School Loop: wlc-sfusd-ca.schoolloop.com
Principal: Chris Lanier


School Data


Uniforms 


None


Student Support Programs


The Court Schools receive multiple sources of funding in order to support San Francisco most at-risk students.  Along with generous funding from the SFUSD General Fund, the Court Schools budget consists of funds
generated by our Title I grant, Consent Decree, Prop H and the Discretionary Block Grant.  Each of these funding sources helps provide vital programs and services for students, which include additional classroom staff, a
youth transition specialist, and much needed classroom materials.  Through additional categorical funds, plans for onsite City College Emergency Medical Technician training is being explored for specific school site
programs in the spring of 2008.


Additional Info


With the exception of the Principals' Center Collaborative and Walden House, all court school facilities are operated by the Juvenile Probation Department, which includes Juvenile Hall, Log Cabin Ranch, and the early
Morning Study Program.  Each of these facilities has or will be upgraded in the near future.  For example, a Juvenile Hall facility was completed in January 2007 and capital improvements will begin at Log Cabin Ranch in
the coming year.  In terms of SFUSD facilities, the Principals' Center Collaborative is continuously undergoing site improvements to better serve the school community.  Some of the recent improvements include a new
blacktop and sports yard as well as new weather protection on all classroom portables.


The SFUSD Court Schools in partnership with the Juvenile Probation revises its safety each year commensurate with current staffing and building conditions.  Continuous improvements occur with this issue with assistance
from SFUSD and the Juvenile Probation Department to ensure that the buildings remain safe for students, staff, and visitors.  Evacuation and emergency plans are available at each school site.


**********


Log Cabin Ranch


School code number: 
Grade level: County School


PO BOX 329, San Francisco, CA, 94020
Phone: (415) 241-6553



https://wlc-sfusd-ca.schoolloop.com/





Fax: (415) 241-6554
Principal: Chris Lanier


Uniforms


None


Additional Info


Log Cabin High School is a unique court ordered school located 45 miles south of San Francisco, in the town of La Honda. Situated in the Santa Cruz Mountains, Log Cabin Ranch is a therapeutic honors facility run by San
Francisco Juvenile Probation Department. Our school serves youth who have been adjudicated and placed at Log Cabin Ranch for approximately one year.


Log Cabin provides educational services to San Francisco’s most “at-risk” youth.  For the majority of our students, habitual truancy and even the likelihood of dropping out of school are much too commonplace.  However,
due to the fact that these students are presently within a minimum security detention facility and 45 miles away from distracting influences, they are now attending school every day and for many of them experiencing
academic success for the first time.  Students participate in a comprehensive school program that only not provides educational opportunities, but also offers them the necessary therapeutic and vocation services so important
in reducing future contacts within the juvenile justice system.


The school provides educational programs for those students with a variety of services ranging from beginning reading tutorials to comprehensive state of the art computer applications including online business training and
college distance learning.  We also offer vocational workshops and training as well.  Students benefit from individualized and whole-class instruction utilizing the SFUSD high school curriculum, and every student leaves
"The Ranch" with transferable credit, a high school diploma, a GED or transition to an institution for higher learning.
**************
SF Chronicle - May 14, 2015
On San Francisco
Golf course turns training ground
Struggling Gleneagles establishes program turning out workers who get hands-on experience keeping it green
C.W. NEVIUS


It wasn’t very long ago that people were wondering whether the 53-year-old Gleneagles Golf Course was worth saving. Rounds of golf at the quirky, city-owned nine-hole course at McLaren Park were
decreasing and the drought had left the fairways looking like an abandoned goat pasture.    Then there’s the location. Glen-eagles is in a part of Visitacion Valley where crime and gunfire are
commonplace. In July, a camp counselor supervising a crowd of children was gunned down on a tennis court no more than a pitching wedge from the third fairway.    It is, in short, an unlikely place
for an academy for at-risk young people. And yet that’s what’s happening.    It’s a stark turnabout from last summer, when it appeared that the course might close after operator Tom Hsieh and the
city couldn’t come to an agreement for a new, nine-year lease.    Hsieh’s idea of a job-training academy caught City Hall’s fancy and led to a new lease that, among other things, increased the amount
of water available for the turf, which is what Hsieh wanted.    That’s why this week, in a trailer in the Gleneagles parking lot, a group of seven twentysomethings sat bolt upright at their desks, took
copious notes and answered questions from their instructor, retired Marine Ken Mochida, with a firm, “Yes, sir.”    Understand, these aren’t budding golfers. Asked if any of them had ever played golf,
the group answered no, although some said they’d tried mini golf.    But they aren’t there to learn how to hit a 5-iron. They are there because the golf course, with the support of the Northern
California District Council of Laborers, is training them to qualify as apprentices in the booming construction labor market. For them, Gleneagles is a classroom, workplace and potential springboard to
full-time work at a union job — with medical benefits, a union wage and pension.    And they jumped at the chance.    “Because,” said Lauriano Torres, who lives South of Market, “sometimes it is
about waking up in the morning and changing the meaning of your life.”    The idea is that they get the basic training from the Laborers Community Training Foundation, then put that knowledge to use
by helping to repair and maintain the golf course. Once they complete the six-week course, the plan is for them to move on to an apprenticeship program, and a new group will take their place.    “We
don’t want to give them a six-week job,” Hsieh says. “We want to give them a career.”    With sponsorship from Boston Properties, the students are paid $15 an hour and get hands-on experience to
build their resume. It’s a win-win.    Just a word of warning for anyone thinking of applying it all begins with the pants. Pull them up. Sagging jeans may be the style on the street, but not in this
classroom.    “It’s about discipline and structure,” said Mochida, who runs these classes all over the Bay Area. “Individuals come in here with a piss-poor attitude, arguing with me, telling me their pants
aren’t sagging. I told a guy recently, ‘You’re on my radar. When you come back, you pull up your pants, you sit up straight, you stay awake and you participate. You don’t do any of those things,
you’re gone.’ ”    At the next class, the guy was transformed.    “He came in Monday a completely different person,” Mochida said. “I told him, ‘I don’t know what happened and I don’t care. Keep it
up.’ ”    Christine Siataga, the only woman in the first class, gets up at 5:30 to get the bus to the golf course by 7 a.m., sharp, from the Mission District.    “I didn’t expect to like him, but I like him a
lot,” she said. “He cares. That’s why he is so hard on us.”    Kelly Mean, a 29-year-old single father of three, says he’s all in for the program.    “This is life-changing, a chance for a better life,” he said.
“Mr. Mochida is pretty much teaching us how to behave.”    But let’s be honest, this was a program born of desperation . Hsieh has operated the course as a labor of love — which is another way of
saying it isn’t making money — for nine years. In July, he gave his 30-day notice to the city, and there were serious questions about whether the course would survive.    “It was really the need to
repurpose Gleneagles,” Hsieh said. “The course has always struggled, especially in the last few years with the decline in golf rounds and the drought. If we wanted to be here another 50 years, we
were going to have to change the approach.”    That’s not all that has changed. A program like this could potentially work at any golf course, but Gleneagles has an advantage — it’s right in the center
of where people need it most.    “The location has been looked at as such a negative for so long,” Hsieh said. “But now we can say that people from the neighborhood can walk to the course. Now the
location is the best thing we have going for us.”    C.W. Nevius is a San Francisco Chronicle columnist. His columns appear Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday. E-mail: cwnevius@ sfchronicle.com Twitter:
@cwnevius


Photos by Tim Hussin / Special to The Chronicle    Ken Mochida instructs at-risk youth in the use of power tools and teaches agrarian studies at Gleneagles Golf
Course, where the students put the lessons into action.







Marcus Valino raises his hand during a session in a trailer in the Gleneagles parking lot that serves as a classroom for the program.


Photos by Tim Hussin / Special to The Chronicle    Rogelio Reyes (left), 19, Kelly Mean, 29, and Lauriano Torres, 21, try on harnesses in the program at Gleneagles
Golf Course that prepares them for jobs.







A participant listens as Ken Mochida teaches a class as part of the program designed for people in the neighborhood.








From: Webster, Leslie
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Moala, Tommy (CWP); Kelly, Jr, Harlan (PUC); Carlin, Michael (PUC); Flores, Tony (CWP); Harrison, Lewis


(CWP); Dang, Herbert (CWP); Eickman, Kent (CWP); Regler, Lori (CWP); Wong, Manfred; Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); Ed Boscacci (EBOSCACCI@BKF.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Stewart, Luke


Subject: GSW Connection to MB Pump Stations
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 2:20:43 PM
Attachments: Letter - C. Miller Strada Investment Group 5-2015.pdf


Dear Mr. Miller,
Please see attached scanned SFPUC response to the report, “Proposed Sewer Connection Locations
for Golden State Warriors Development Project @ Mission Bay Blocks 29-32” (BKF Engineers, April
13, 2015) from Mr. Moala. The original is in the mail.
Best regards,  
Leslie
 
Leslie Webster


525 Golden Gate, 11th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-3459
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From: dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com
To: Myall, Hilde (CII); Van de Water, Adam (ECN)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: OCII*Warriors Arena & Classroom*Mission Bay
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 11:17:57 AM


Hello Hilde and Adam, 


I just received Katherine's Email after I just emailed this to everyone.. Welcome Hilde.  Thanks Adam, I'll see you this afternoon.


We will all miss you Katherine! Enjoy your new Journey... and I'll see ya'round ~*~


Peace.. and Go Warriors!
Dennis 


***************


May 18, 2015


 


Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure


Successor Agency Commission


 


Honorable Edwin M. Lee, Mayor


 


Honorable Mara Rosales, Chair


Honorable Miquel Bustos, Commissioner 


Honorable Marily Mondejar, Commissioner


Honorable Darshan Singh, Commissioner


 


Ms. Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director


Ms. Katherine Reilly, Project Manager; Mission Bay North & South


 


C/o Ms. Claudia Guerra, Commission Secretary


City Hall, Room 416 


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102


 


Re:                           *  Public Hearing / Regular Agenda – Tuesday, May 19, 2015 / 1:00 pm


            #5.d) Workshop on the Combined Basic Concept/Schematic Designs and Event Management Plan                    


                      for the Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use Development on Blocks 29 to 32      


                                         in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area (Discussion)


 


               *  Proposal to integrate a High School-College Career Pathway & Field Study Classroom© within   


                 the proposed construction of the SF-Warriors Arena & Event Center; and the potential benefits   


                   available through additional components at Woodside Learning Center and Log Cabin Ranch.


 


Dear Madame Chair Rosales, Commssioners and Director Bohee,


I want to share my support for the Golden State Warriors in their continuing effort to build a state-of-the-art San Francisco Arena & Event Center in Mission Bay.  I also want to thank this OCII Commission, and all
the San Francisco city agencies, private businesses, neighborhood organizations and citizens working to assist in the successful construction of a Basketball Arena and Event Center that will be capable of providing
tremendous economic and social benefits for all sectors of our entire San Francisco Bay Area Community.


I appreciate the wonderful effort that the Warriors have done for Oakland and Bay Area youth through their Warriors Community Foundation that was written about in the SF Chronicle recently by Rusty Simmons, in
his article entitled: “Booming program gives aid to youths” on April 13, 2015.  The article talks about how after co-owners Joseph Lacob and Peter Guber bought the Warriors, they “…decided to rejuvenate the
program and relaunch it in 2013.”  They have renovated Basketball Courts around the Bay Area, and focused on the tremendous needs that our ‘underserved communities’ continue to experience.  The article notes
how Nicole Curran, chair of the Warriors Community Foundation and fiancé of Lacob experienced the sad challenges facing our kids as she managed the “Hoops for Kids” event for the Oakland Youth Development
Center; and the heartbreaking decisions many youth and family members of our community must make every day.


I would like to take this opportunity to introduce one additional, potential long term benefit that the inclusion of my proposed High School Career Classroom within the Warriors Arena can provide for our Bay Area
community; that is, to develop educational and career development opportunities for our youth-at-risk who are making their way through the Juvenile Justice System.  In addition to teaching in our SFUSD high
schools, I have also been teaching at Woodside Learning Center - the San Francisco Unified School District high school program located inside Juvenile Hall for the past 10 years, including the 9 week Summer School
session.


I want to invite the Warriors organization and their Community Foundation department to visit Juvenile Hall during this year’s high school summer program, and ask if the Warriors staff can make a brief 30 minute
presentation to the 4 Classes that are held for the boys and girls who would appreciate learning directly from the Warrior organization about future jobs and career possibilities that will exist at the Warrior’s Arena
and Event Center.  A visit from the Warriors can offer inspiring incentives and learning opportunities and knowledge that can assist them in developing their focus in order to commit to their high school degree
programs; as well as demonstrate from experience the wide variety of studies and pathways available and necessary to pursue in college in order to successfully work within any professional sports organization.


The Woodside Learning Center has a small Gymnasium that the Warriors and SFUSD could also utilize for developing educational and career development programs in partnership with the Warriors Community
Foundation - as well as at the Log Cabin Ranch county school facility in La Honda.  This country setting facility also has a small, separate Gymnasium building a short walk away from the main Education Center that
could serve as a potential Basketball skills and education training facility.  With cooperation from the Warriors and our San Francisco’s public and private sector leaders, a truly model, practical and far-reaching
Education & Career Development Pathway could be created.


Log Cabin Ranch has been struggling for many years to maximize the numerous potential possibilities at this location in Nature.  Two years ago when I taught at Log Cabin for the Summer School session, we were
visited by several people including SFUSD Board of Education Commissioner Sandra Fewer - who told me the Warriors had just met with SF School officials the day before - a member of Mayor Lee’s staff, and a SF
Juvenile Probation Commissioner.  They, like many others before and after their visit, have been contemplating and researching ideas and ways to transform this outdoor educational setting into a productive and
effective Program for a long time.


Briefly, and in summary, I am asking the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure to consider the potential long-term social, economic growth and community benefits possible that can evolve and expand
into future businesses and social health and well-being for our underserved communities through visionary creation of a Partnership between the Golden State Warriors Community Foundation, our San Francisco
government agencies, the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce and other business


leaders and our SFUSD and County Schools – including Woodside Learning Center located inside our Juvenile Justice Center/Youth Guidance Center, and Log Cabin Ranch.


Once again, I wish the Golden State Warriors and the entire San Francisco Community all the best in successfully building this Warriors Arena & Event Center in Mission Bay. 
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I look forward to hearing from you at your earliest convenience and working with the Warriors and the City and County of San Francisco in the most beneficial capacity possible.


 


Go Warriors! ~


Sincerely,


Dennis G. MacKenzie


 


CC:


Golden State Warriors;


Mr. Joseph Lacob, CEO and Governor, Co-Executive Chairman


Mr. Peter Guber, Co-Executive Chairman


  C/o Mr. Rick Welts, President and Chief Operating Officer


         Mr. Theo Ellington, Director, Public Affairs


 


Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee;


  C/o Ms. Katherine Reilly, Project Manager; Mission Bay North & South


        


San Francisco Office of Economic & Workforce Development


Warriors San Francisco Sports & Entertainment Center Project Team;


  C/o Mr. John Gavin, Mr. Adam Van Der Water, Ms. Anne Taupin


 


San Francisco Planning Commission; Honorable Rodney Fong, President, and Members


Mr. John Rahaim, Director of Planning


  C/o Mr. Jonas P. Ionin, Commission Secretary


 


San Francisco Board of Supervisors; Honorable London Breed, President, and Members


  C/o Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board


 


Mr. Chris Lanier, Principal, Court Schools; Woodside Learning Center/EMSA/Log Cabin Ranch


San Francisco Unified School District; Teachers, Principals and Administrators


    C/o Mr. Richard A. Carranza, Superintendent, SFUSD


San Francisco Board of Education; Dr. Emily M. Murase, President, and Members


    C/o Ms. Esther V. Casco, Executive Assistant


United Educators of San Francisco; C/o Mr. Dennis Kelly President


 


Juvenile Probation Commission; Honorable Susan Jones, President, and Members


Juvenile Probation Department; Mr. Allen A. Nance, Chief Probation Officer


Mr. Andres Roemer, Consul General of Mexico, San Francisco


**************


Woodside Learning Center


School code number: 
Grade level: County School


375 Woodside Avenue, San Francisco, CA, 94127
Phone: (415) 753-7792
Fax: (415) 753-7793
School Loop: wlc-sfusd-ca.schoolloop.com
Principal: Chris Lanier


School Data


Uniforms 


None


Student Support Programs


The Court Schools receive multiple sources of funding in order to support San Francisco most at-risk students.  Along with generous funding from the SFUSD General Fund, the Court Schools budget consists of funds
generated by our Title I grant, Consent Decree, Prop H and the Discretionary Block Grant.  Each of these funding sources helps provide vital programs and services for students, which include additional classroom staff, a
youth transition specialist, and much needed classroom materials.  Through additional categorical funds, plans for onsite City College Emergency Medical Technician training is being explored for specific school site
programs in the spring of 2008.


Additional Info


With the exception of the Principals' Center Collaborative and Walden House, all court school facilities are operated by the Juvenile Probation Department, which includes Juvenile Hall, Log Cabin Ranch, and the early
Morning Study Program.  Each of these facilities has or will be upgraded in the near future.  For example, a Juvenile Hall facility was completed in January 2007 and capital improvements will begin at Log Cabin Ranch in
the coming year.  In terms of SFUSD facilities, the Principals' Center Collaborative is continuously undergoing site improvements to better serve the school community.  Some of the recent improvements include a new
blacktop and sports yard as well as new weather protection on all classroom portables.


The SFUSD Court Schools in partnership with the Juvenile Probation revises its safety each year commensurate with current staffing and building conditions.  Continuous improvements occur with this issue with assistance
from SFUSD and the Juvenile Probation Department to ensure that the buildings remain safe for students, staff, and visitors.  Evacuation and emergency plans are available at each school site.



https://wlc-sfusd-ca.schoolloop.com/





**********


Log Cabin Ranch


School code number: 
Grade level: County School


PO BOX 329, San Francisco, CA, 94020
Phone: (415) 241-6553
Fax: (415) 241-6554
Principal: Chris Lanier


Uniforms


None


Additional Info


Log Cabin High School is a unique court ordered school located 45 miles south of San Francisco, in the town of La Honda. Situated in the Santa Cruz Mountains, Log Cabin Ranch is a therapeutic honors facility run by San
Francisco Juvenile Probation Department. Our school serves youth who have been adjudicated and placed at Log Cabin Ranch for approximately one year.


Log Cabin provides educational services to San Francisco’s most “at-risk” youth.  For the majority of our students, habitual truancy and even the likelihood of dropping out of school are much too commonplace.  However,
due to the fact that these students are presently within a minimum security detention facility and 45 miles away from distracting influences, they are now attending school every day and for many of them experiencing
academic success for the first time.  Students participate in a comprehensive school program that only not provides educational opportunities, but also offers them the necessary therapeutic and vocation services so important
in reducing future contacts within the juvenile justice system.


The school provides educational programs for those students with a variety of services ranging from beginning reading tutorials to comprehensive state of the art computer applications including online business training and
college distance learning.  We also offer vocational workshops and training as well.  Students benefit from individualized and whole-class instruction utilizing the SFUSD high school curriculum, and every student leaves
"The Ranch" with transferable credit, a high school diploma, a GED or transition to an institution for higher learning.
*************
SF Chronicle - May 14, 2015
On San Francisco
Golf course turns training ground
Struggling Gleneagles establishes program turning out workers who get hands-on experience keeping it green
C.W. NEVIUS


It wasn’t very long ago that people were wondering whether the 53-year-old Gleneagles Golf Course was worth saving. Rounds of golf at the quirky, city-owned nine-hole course at McLaren Park were
decreasing and the drought had left the fairways looking like an abandoned goat pasture.    Then there’s the location. Glen-eagles is in a part of Visitacion Valley where crime and gunfire are
commonplace. In July, a camp counselor supervising a crowd of children was gunned down on a tennis court no more than a pitching wedge from the third fairway.    It is, in short, an unlikely place
for an academy for at-risk young people. And yet that’s what’s happening.    It’s a stark turnabout from last summer, when it appeared that the course might close after operator Tom Hsieh and the
city couldn’t come to an agreement for a new, nine-year lease.    Hsieh’s idea of a job-training academy caught City Hall’s fancy and led to a new lease that, among other things, increased the amount
of water available for the turf, which is what Hsieh wanted.    That’s why this week, in a trailer in the Gleneagles parking lot, a group of seven twentysomethings sat bolt upright at their desks, took
copious notes and answered questions from their instructor, retired Marine Ken Mochida, with a firm, “Yes, sir.”    Understand, these aren’t budding golfers. Asked if any of them had ever played golf,
the group answered no, although some said they’d tried mini golf.    But they aren’t there to learn how to hit a 5-iron. They are there because the golf course, with the support of the Northern
California District Council of Laborers, is training them to qualify as apprentices in the booming construction labor market. For them, Gleneagles is a classroom, workplace and potential springboard to
full-time work at a union job — with medical benefits, a union wage and pension.    And they jumped at the chance.    “Because,” said Lauriano Torres, who lives South of Market, “sometimes it is
about waking up in the morning and changing the meaning of your life.”    The idea is that they get the basic training from the Laborers Community Training Foundation, then put that knowledge to use
by helping to repair and maintain the golf course. Once they complete the six-week course, the plan is for them to move on to an apprenticeship program, and a new group will take their place.    “We
don’t want to give them a six-week job,” Hsieh says. “We want to give them a career.”    With sponsorship from Boston Properties, the students are paid $15 an hour and get hands-on experience to
build their resume. It’s a win-win.    Just a word of warning for anyone thinking of applying it all begins with the pants. Pull them up. Sagging jeans may be the style on the street, but not in this
classroom.    “It’s about discipline and structure,” said Mochida, who runs these classes all over the Bay Area. “Individuals come in here with a piss-poor attitude, arguing with me, telling me their pants
aren’t sagging. I told a guy recently, ‘You’re on my radar. When you come back, you pull up your pants, you sit up straight, you stay awake and you participate. You don’t do any of those things,
you’re gone.’ ”    At the next class, the guy was transformed.    “He came in Monday a completely different person,” Mochida said. “I told him, ‘I don’t know what happened and I don’t care. Keep it
up.’ ”    Christine Siataga, the only woman in the first class, gets up at 5:30 to get the bus to the golf course by 7 a.m., sharp, from the Mission District.    “I didn’t expect to like him, but I like him a
lot,” she said. “He cares. That’s why he is so hard on us.”    Kelly Mean, a 29-year-old single father of three, says he’s all in for the program.    “This is life-changing, a chance for a better life,” he said.
“Mr. Mochida is pretty much teaching us how to behave.”    But let’s be honest, this was a program born of desperation . Hsieh has operated the course as a labor of love — which is another way of
saying it isn’t making money — for nine years. In July, he gave his 30-day notice to the city, and there were serious questions about whether the course would survive.    “It was really the need to
repurpose Gleneagles,” Hsieh said. “The course has always struggled, especially in the last few years with the decline in golf rounds and the drought. If we wanted to be here another 50 years, we
were going to have to change the approach.”    That’s not all that has changed. A program like this could potentially work at any golf course, but Gleneagles has an advantage — it’s right in the center
of where people need it most.    “The location has been looked at as such a negative for so long,” Hsieh said. “But now we can say that people from the neighborhood can walk to the course. Now the
location is the best thing we have going for us.”    C.W. Nevius is a San Francisco Chronicle columnist. His columns appear Tuesday, Thursday and Saturday. E-mail: cwnevius@ sfchronicle.com Twitter:
@cwnevius


Photos by Tim Hussin / Special to The Chronicle    Ken Mochida instructs at-risk youth in the use of power tools and teaches agrarian studies at Gleneagles Golf
Course, where the students put the lessons into action.







Marcus Valino raises his hand during a session in a trailer in the Gleneagles parking lot that serves as a classroom for the program.


Photos by Tim Hussin / Special to The Chronicle    Rogelio Reyes (left), 19, Kelly Mean, 29, and Lauriano Torres, 21, try on harnesses in the program at Gleneagles
Golf Course that prepares them for jobs.







A participant listens as Ken Mochida teaches a class as part of the program designed for people in the neighborhood.








From: Mary Lucas McDonald
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); "Joyce Hsiao"; "Paul Mitchell"
Subject: RE: Warriors - SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 12:01:33 PM


Thank you Chris!
 
All – what is missing from this is the explicit statement that additional flows from the Warriors
project could also exceed the capacity of the pump station in combination with the anticipated flows
from the UCSF Mission Bay campus. However, with the information presented we can easily make
this conclusion. We can work with the memo as is unless one of you thinks that the memo needs to
make the explicit statement related to the Warriors project.
 
Mary
 
Mary Lucas McDonald, PG, QSP, QSD, LEED Green Associate
Senior Geologist
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Direct Line (510) 705-8892
mary@orionenvironment.com


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:42 AM
To: Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com);
Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com)
Subject: FW: Warriors - SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station
 
 
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Freeman, Craig [mailto:CFreeman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:33 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Eickman, Kent (CWP); Webster, Leslie (CWP); Torrey, Irina (PUC)
Subject: Warriors - SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station
 
Chris,
 
The attached memorandum from Kent Eickman, Technical Services Manager, WWE CSD, is in
response to OCII’s request for current information on MBSPS.  I’ll give you a call shortly in case you
have questions.
 



mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:CFreeman@sfwater.org





Separately, under Irina’s signature, I’ll transmit a small number of recommended minor text updates
for Section 5.9.   
 
Regards,
Craig
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Freeman, Craig
Cc: Van de Water, Adam
Subject: RE: SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org






From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: GSW Developable Area & Exclusions Tracker
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 5:23:57 PM
Attachments: image001.png


2015.05.18_BCSD_D4D_Area_Exclusions_V_To_OCII.pdf


Catherine –
Please see the attached, for your review and approval. Clarke and I are available to discuss as
needed.
Thanks,
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014
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Mission Bay South Design for Development 



The Mission Bay South Design for Development (DforD) serves as the primary documentation for all design standards and guidelines governing projects in the Mission Bay South Plan 
Area. By setting forth goals and requirements for such building elements as height and bulk, massing, streetwalls, and curb cuts, the DforD seeks to establish a cohesive and dense 
urban fabric in the Mission Bay neighborhood of San Francisco.  



  



Dfor D Gross Floor Area / Adjusted Gross 



The DforD defines “Gross Floor Area” (GFA, also called “Adjusted Gross Area”) for purposes of project planning and design and project approvals. The total and cumulative development 
commercial/industrial area attributable to a proposed project is presented in several forms before the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure, including a Major Phase 
application and a Basic Concept/Schematic Designs package, to verify a project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.  



Notably, the DforD definition of GFA varies from that used by agencies in the City of San Francisco, including the San Francisco Planning Department. As set forth in the DforD, Section 
II, Definition of Terms, GFA is defined as “the sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings,” including most areas of a building as commonly measured for a 
building’s “True Gross” (constructed) area.   



However, the definition also lists areas to be excluded from any calculation of GFA. These include (but are not limited to) certain other basement, cellar, and attic spaces; penthouses, 
cooling towers, and other mechanical equipment located at the top of a building; “ground floor area devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service”; or certain outdoor 
spaces such as arcades, plazas, walkways, and porticos.  



For a full definition of GFA, including a full list of exclusions, see DforD, Section II. Definition of Terms. Relevant pages are copied in full at the end of this document for quick reference. 



  



DforD Leasable Area 



“Leasable Area” calculations provide an additional metric for certain tracking purposes within the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure, including the tracking of total retail 
spaces developed in the Mission Bay South Plan Area for compliance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan.  



Under the DforD, leasable area is calculated based on the definitions contained in the 1996 Building Owners Management Association (BOMA) publication, “Standard Methods For 
Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.” The final calculations usually represent a small reduction in area from the Gross Floor Area.  
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Introduction 
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Design for Development Exclusion Categories 



For a full list of exclusions, see DforD, Section II. Definition of Terms. Relevant pages are copied in full at the end of this document for quick reference. 



  



#1: Basement/Cellar Space 



#2: Attic Space 



#3: Mechanical Penthouse 



#4: Intermediate Floor/Mechanical / Ops 



#5: Outside Stairs 



#6: Parking/Loading/Driveways 



#7: Public Arcades, Plazas, Walkways 



#8: Balconies, Decks, Terraces 



#9: Residential-Serving Elevators 



#10: Window Bays 



#11: Ground Floor Circulation & Service 



#12: Restaurants & Retail Under 5,000sf 



#13: Interior Open Space 



#14: Child Care Facilities 



#15: Cultural/Educational/Religious Space 
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DforD Exclusion Categories 
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Golden State Warriors Event Center and Mixed Use Development on Blocks 29-32 



The Golden State Warriors organization proposes to develop an approximately 11-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29, 30, 31, and 32 (Blocks 29-32) in 
the Mission Bay South Project Area. The project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-purpose event center, which would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team 
during the National Basketball Association (NBA) season, and provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. In addition, the site would include substantial mixed-use development including multiple office buildings, retail, restaurants, structured parking, 
plaza areas, and other amenities.  
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Project Description 
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Project Site Plan 
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Project Site Elevations 
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West Elevation 



South Elevation 
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Project Site Elevations 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



East Elevation 



North Elevation 
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Project Area Summaries – Commercial / Industrial and Retail 
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Entire Project at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary (OCII Design for Development) 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Building 
Gross Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.) 



Basement / 



Cellar Space1 



Mechanical 



Penthouse2 



Intermediate 



Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations3  



Parking/ 



Loading Area4 



Outside 



Stairs5 



Balconies / 



Decks / 



Terraces6 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service7 



Restaurants / 



Retail < 5k8 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL                     



Gatehouse Non-Retail 8,145 0 0 719 0 0 0 3,220 see below 4,206 



Event Center 776,862 84,287 25,029 40,489 0 5,711 5,375 73,465 see below 542,506 



South St Tower - Office 314,118 10,091 0 1,452 0 0 0 9,293 see below 293,282 



16th St Tower - Office 272,168 10,445 0 1,452 0 0 0 7,676 see below 252,595 



Parking/Loading 470,450 0 0 0 470,450 0 0 0 0 0 



Commercial/Industrial Sub-Total 1,841,743 104,823 25,029 44,112 470,450 5,711 5,375 93,654 0 1,092,589 



              
Max allowable Commercial/Industrial OCII Gross is 1,103,544 



RETAIL                     



Gatehouse Retail 3,397             see above 3,005 392 



Event Center Retail 3,463             see above 3,463 0 



South St Tower - Retail 28,154             see above 8,438 19,716 



16th St Tower - Retail 25,526             see above 7,955 17,571 



Food Hall - Retail 31,833             9,230 9,850 12,753 



South St. - Retail 8,712             0 8,712 0 



TFB - Retail 6,093             0 6,093 0 



Retail Sub-Total 107,178 0 0 0 0 0 0 9,230 47,516 50,432 



                Max allowable BOMA Leasable Retail is 50,471 
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Project Area Summaries – Commercial / Industrial and Retail 
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Entire Project at Blocks 29-32 - Leasable Floor Area Summary (BOMA) 



Building 
Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



Total OCII Area 



Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)1 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 



BOMA Leasable 



Exclusions (Sq. Ft.)2 



BOMA Leasable Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.)3 



COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL           



Gatehouse Non-Retail 8,145 3,939 4,206 1,724 2,482 



Event Center 776,862 234,356 542,506 56,200 486,306 



South St Tower - Office 314,118 20,836 293,282 13,737 279,545 



16th St Tower - Office 272,168 19,573 252,595 14,431 238,164 



Parking/Loading 470,450 470,450 0 0 0 



Commercial/Industrial Sub-Total 1,841,743 749,154 1,092,589 86,092 1,006,497
4 



    



RETAIL           



Gatehouse Retail 3,397 3,005 392 337 55 



Event Center Retail 3,463 3,463 0 0 0 



South St Tower - Retail 28,154 8,438 19,716 0 19,716 



16th St Tower - Retail 25,526 7,955 17,571 0 17,571 



Food Hall - Retail 31,833 19,080 12,753 1,007 11,746 



South St. - Retail 8,712 8,712 0 0 0 



TFB - Retail 6,093 6,093 0 0 0 



Retail Sub-Total 107,178 56,746 50,432 1,344 49,088
5 



1
 Area listed is exempt per Mission Bay South Design for Development Gross Floor Area Exclusions #01 - #12 



2
 Area listed is excluded per the 1996 BOMA publication, "Standard Method For Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings“ 



3
OCII tracks the maximum total Leasable square feet of development allowed under the Redevelopment Plan within Mission Bay South, shown on the most recent tracking sheet 



obtained from OCII, dated November 5, 2014, included in the Appendix. 
4
Based on OCII’s tracking information, the maximum allowable Commercial Industrial square footage for Blocks 29-32 is 1,044,636 Leasable square feet. 



5
Based on OCII’s tracking information, the maximum allowable Retail square footage for Blocks 29-32 is 50,471 Leasable square feet.  











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 



 











Golden State Warriors Area Matrices 



The following analysis contains floor area calculations for each section of the Blocks 29-32 site considered Commercial/Industrial area. First, it lists the True Gross (Constructed) area of 
a building or buildings by elevation, or level. The total True Gross figure represents all buildable area shown in design drawings to date.  



Next, each sheet denotes area “subtractions,” based on the exclusions outlined in the DforD’s definition of GFA. The list of possible exclusions is drawn directly from the DforD, and each 
subtraction represents an adjustment to the measuring tool for area on site; however, the total True Gross area of the structure as it will eventually be built does not change. Instead, the 
final Adjusted Gross Floor Area serves as the primary mechanism for tracking the project’s design approvals in accordance with the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. It also helps 
monitor compliance with the square footage purchased from FOCIL-MB (or subsequent developers*) for the Blocks 29-32 site. 



Finally, the same sheets also show further area “subtractions” to account for spaces excluded from the BOMA definition of Leasable Area. The resulting Leasable Area may be used to 
describe the area of usable commercial space for an eventual tenant.  



*The Golden State Warriors entered into a purchase agreement with an affiliate of salesforce.com for the Blocks 29-32 parcels in 2014. Salesforce.com previously purchased the land 
and development rights from Alexandria Real Estate Equities, Inc.  
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Commercial / Industrial Development 
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Developable Area Matrix: Event Center 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Event Center at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Level 
Gross Floor 



Area (Sq. Ft.) 



Basement / 



Cellar Space1 



Mechanical 



Penthouse2 



Intermediate 



Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations3  



Outside Stairs4 



Balconies / 



Decks / 



Terraces5 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service6 



Restaurants / 



Retail < 5k7 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



0 213,313 84,287 0 0 0 0 0 0 129,026 



50 23,949 0 0 359 1,450 0 9,572 0 12,568 



100 103,128 0 0 20,468 2,713 286 13,422 741 65,498 



200 149,022 0 0 2,431 1,548 0 50,471 2,722 91,850 



300 76,362 0 0 4,559 0 0 0 0 71,803 



400 36,734 0 0 5,166 0 0 0 0 31,568 



500 123,221 0 0 6,908 0 0 0 0 116,313 



600 13,438 0 0 223 0 1,241 0 0 11,974 



650 25,029 0 25,029 0 0 0 0 0 0 



700 16,129 0 0 375 0 3,848 0 0 11,906 



TOTAL 780,325 84,287 25,029 40,489 5,711 5,375 73,465 3,463 542,506 











EVENT CENTER  



Level 000 – Event Level (-6’-0” / -10’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
84,287 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 050 – Entry Plaza (+0’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



359 



#05 Outside Stairs 1,450 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
9,572 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 100 – Mezzanine (+10’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



20,468 



#05 Outside Stairs 2,713 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
286 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
13,422 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
741 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 200 – Main Concourse (+26’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



2,431 



#05 Outside Stairs 1,548 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
50,471 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,722 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 300 – Suite Level (+39’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



4,559 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 400 – Loge Level (+51’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



5,166 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 500 – Upper Concourse (+63’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



6,908 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 600 – Bayfront Terrace (+76’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



223 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
1,241 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER  



Level 650 – AHU Mezzanine (+87’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



25,029 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
- 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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EVENT CENTER 



Level 700 – Bayfront Terrace Ballroom (+97’-0”) 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 



Excluded Square 
Footage 



Event Center 



#01 
Basement / Cellar 



Space 
- 



#03 
Mechanical 
Penthouse 



- 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



375 



#05 Outside Stairs - 



#08 
Balconies, Decks, 



Terraces 
3,848 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: South St. Office/Retail Tower 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



South Street Office/Lab - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII D4D Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.) (A)   



Level Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



#1: Basement/ 



Cellar Space 



#4: Intermediate 



Floor Mechanical  



/ Ops 



#11: Ground Floor 



Circulation & 



Service 



#12: Restaurants 



and Retail under 



5,000 Sq. Ft. 



OCII D4D Adjusted 



Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



LOWER LEVEL 2 (SUBGRADE PARKING) (A) 5,138 5,138 0 0 0 0 



LOWER LEVEL 1 (EVENT LEVEL) (B) 4,953 4,953 0 0 0 0 



LEVEL 1 (GRADE) 19,289 0 132 7,773 3,439 7,945 



LEVEL 2 (PLAZA) 33,812 0 132 1,520 3,032 29,128 



LEVEL 3 42,867 0 132 0 1,967 40,768 



LEVEL 4 45,401 0 132 0 0 45,269 



LEVEL 5 45,401 0 132 0 0 45,269 



LEVEL 6 45,911 0 132 0 0 45,779 



LEVEL 7 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 8 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 9 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 10 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 11 19,500 0 132 0 0 19,368 



SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  314,118 10,091 1,452 9,293   293,282 



SUBTOTAL RETAIL 28,154       8,438 19,716 



TOTAL 342,272 20,182 2,904 18,586 8,438 312,998 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
7,773 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
3,439 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Grade Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
1,520 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
3,032 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Plaza Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,967 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Level 3 Plan 











18 May 2015 28 DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Podium Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



SOUTH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Tower Level Plan 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



16TH Street Office/Lab - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII D4D Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.) (A)   



Level Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



#1: Basement/ 



Cellar Space 



#4: Intermediate 



Floor Mechanical  



/ Ops 



#11: Ground 



Floor 



Circulation & 



Service 



#12: Restaurants 



and Retail under 



5,000 Sq. Ft. 



OCII D4D Adjusted 



Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



LOWER LEVEL 2 (SUBGRADE PARKING) (B) 5,275 5,275 0 0 0 0 



LOWER LEVEL 1 (EVENT LEVEL) (B) 5,170 5,170 0 0 0 0 



LEVEL 1 (GRADE) 17,548 0 132 5,317 2,956 9,143 



LEVEL 2 (PLAZA) 24,747 0 132 2,359 2,817 19,439 



LEVEL 3 28,208 0 132 0 2,182 25,894 



LEVEL 4 38,951 0 132 0 0 38,819 



LEVEL 5 38,951 0 132 0 0 38,819 



LEVEL 6 39,344 0 132 0 0 39,212 



LEVEL 7 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 8 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 9 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 10 20,000 0 132 0 0 19,868 



LEVEL 11 19,500 0 132 0 0 19,368 



SUBTOTAL COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL  272,168 10,445 1,452 7,676   252,595 



SUBTOTAL RETAIL 25,526       7,955 17,571 



TOTAL 297,694 10,445 1,452 7,676 7,955 270,166 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
5,317 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,956 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Grade Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
2,359 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
2,817 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Plaza Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 



2,182 
 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Level 3 Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Podium Level Plan 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



-- 
 



Included Area 
 



n/a 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



132 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
-- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
-- 



**NOTE: All below grade areas are excluded per #1: Basement/ 
Cellar Space 



16TH ST. OFFICE/RETAIL 



Typical Tower Level Plan 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: Gatehouse 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Gatehouse at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 



Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical / 



Operations1  



Ground Floor 



Circulation / 



Service2 



Restaurants / Retail 



< 5k3 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 
BOMA Deductions 



BOMA Leasable 



Area 



B100 430 0 147 0 283 283 0 



0 430 0 147 0 283 283 0 



50 4,963 457 2,443 1,412 651 651 0 



100 3,237 262 483 1,593 899 507 392 



200 2,482 0 0 0 2,482 337 2,145 



TOTAL 11,542 719 3,220 3,005 4,598 2,061 2,537 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level B100 – Parking Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
147 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 000 – Parking Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
147 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 050 – Grade Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



457 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
2,443 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,412 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 100 – Plaza Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



262 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
483 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
1,593 
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GATEHOUSE 



Level 200 – Broadcast Level 



Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#04 
Intermediate Floor 



Mechanical 
Ops/Storage 



- 



-- 
Retail  



(Included Area) 
n/a 



-- 
Broadcast 



(Included Area) 
n/a 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Restaurants / 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
- 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Developable Area Matrix: Parking/Loading 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 



Parking/Loading at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)   



Level Gross Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) Parking/ Loading Area1 
OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 



P3 173,054 173,054 0 



P2 228,590 228,590 0 



P1 68,806 68,806 0 



TOTAL 470,450 470,450 0 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



173,054 



PARKING/LOADING 



P3 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



228,590 



PARKING/LOADING 



P2 
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Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#6 
Parking/loading/ 



driveways 
 



68,806 



PARKING/LOADING 



P1 











1. Event Center 



2. South St. Office/Retail Tower 



3. 16th St. Office/Retail Tower 



4. Gatehouse 



5. Parking and Loading 



6. Food Hall & Retail 











Gross Floor Area Exclusions for Retail Spaces 



Like Commercial/Industrial development, Retail development in the Mission Bay South Plan Area is described in the DforD’s definition of GFA, which lists specific exclusions that may be 
netted out of the project’s officially reported total retail square footage. These exclusions are intended to encourage small pads for multiple local retailers by limiting total occupied square 
feet per use to 5,000, and by limiting the retail pad to no more than 75% of the combined area of a building’s ground floor plus the ground level on-site open space associated with that 
building. Exclusions may only be applied if the retail is comprised of diverse uses (personal services, restaurants, retail sale of goods), to create an active, urban street environment.*  



Unlike Commercial/Industrial development, however, the total retail development proposed for any project is measured using the retail’s leasable area, defined per BOMA as described 
above. This allows the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure to compare proposed retail developments to the overall cap on retail in the Mission Bay South Plan Area, which 
is similarly measured by leasable area.  



*Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal 
services, restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Retail Development 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Food Hall Retail 



Food Hall Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary 



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross 



Floor Area (Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



000 86 0 0 86 86 
0 



100 15,658 9,230 1,783 4,645 210 4,435 
200 10,771 0 3,212 7,559 369 



7,190 
300 5,318 0 4,855 463 342 



121 
TOTAL 31,833 9,230 9,850 12,753 1,007 



11,746 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 100 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
9230 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



1,783 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 200 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



3,212 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Level 300 - Food Hall Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



4,855 #12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Terry Francois Boulevard Retail 



TFB Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



100 6,093 0 6,093 0 
0 



0 
200 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
300 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
TOTAL 6,093 0 6,093 0 0 



0 
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Level 100 – Terry Francois Boulevard Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



6,093  
(2 buildings) 



#12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: South Street Retail 



South St Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



100 0 0 0 0 
0 



0 
200 0 0 0 0 0 



0 
300 8,712 0 8,712 0 0 



0 
TOTAL 8,712 0 8,712 0 0 



0 
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Level 300 – South Street Retail 



  
Exclusion 
Category 



Description 
Excluded Square 



Footage 



#11 
Ground Floor 
Circulation / 



Service 
- 



#12 
Retail, Not To 



Exceed 5,000sf 
 



8,712 
(2 buildings) 



#12 
Restaurants, Not 
To Exceed 5,000sf 



 



#12 
Service, Not To 
Exceed 5,000sf 



 



Excluded Retail spaces will have deed restrictions placed on the 
specific areas which require the Owner to tenant the space 
consistent with the proposed exclusion (i.e., personal services, 
restaurants, retail sale of goods). 
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FOOD HALL & RETAIL 



Developable Area Matrix: Retail Summary 



Combined Retail at Blocks 29-32 - Gross Floor Area Summary  



    OCII Area Exemptions (Sq. Ft.)       



Level 
Gross Floor Area (Sq. 



Ft.) 



Ground Floor 



Circulation / Service1 



Restaurants / Retail < 



5k2 



OCII Gross Floor Area 



(Sq. Ft.) 
 Leasable Deductions BOMA Leasable 



0 86 0 0 86 86 



0 
100 21,751 9,230 7,876 4,645 



210 
4,435 



200 10,771 0 3,212 7,559 369 



7,190 
300 14,030 0 13,567 463 342 



121 
TOTAL 46,638 9,230 24,655 12,753 1,007 



11,746 



Level 100  Level 200  Level 300  











APPENDIX 











Section II. Definition of Terms, p. 11-13 



Floor Area, Gross: 



  



The sum of the gross areas of the several floors of a building or buildings, measured from the exterior faces of exterior walls or from the centerlines of walls separating two buildings. 
Where columns are outside and separated from an exterior wall (curtain wall) which encloses the building space or are otherwise so arranged that the curtain wall is clearly separate from 
the structural members, the exterior face of the curtain wall shall be the line of measurement, and the area of the columns themselves at each floor shall also be counted. 



  



A Except as specifically excluded in this definition, “gross floor area” shall include, although not be limited to, the following: 



 1 Basement and cellar space, including tenants’ storage areas and all other space except that used only for storage or services necessary to the operation or 
 maintenance of the building itself; 



 2 Elevator shafts, stairwells, exit enclosures and smokeproof enclosures, at each floor; 



 3 Floor space in penthouses except as specifically excluded in this definition; 



 4 Attic space (whether or not a floor has been laid) capable of being made into habitable space; 



 5 Floor space in balconies or mezzanines in the interior of the building; 



 6 Floor space in open or roofed porches, arcades or exterior balconies, if such porch, arcade or balcony is located above the ground floor or first floor of occupancy 
 above basement or garage and is used as the primary access to the interior space it serves; 



 7 Floor space in accessory buildings, except for floor spaces used for accessory off-street parking or loading spaces as described herein, and driveways and 
 maneuvering areas incidental thereto; and 



 8 Any other floor space not specifically excluded in this definition. 



 



 



   



18 May 2015 61 



GSW EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT AT MB BLOCKS 29-32 



Excerpt: Mission Bay South Design for Development (DforD) 



DESIGN FOR DEVEOPMENT EXCLUSIONS – MB EVENT CENTER & MIXED-USE DEVEOPMENT 











B “Gross floor area” shall not include the following: 



 1 Basement and cellar space used only for storage or services necessary to the operation or maintenance of the building itself; 



 2 Attic space not capable of being made into habitable space; 



 3 Elevator or stair penthouses, accessory water tanks or cooling towers, and other mechanical equipment, appurtenances and areas necessary to the operation or 
 maintenance of the building itself, if located at the top of the building or separated therefrom only by other space not included in the gross floor area; 



 4 Mechanical equipment, appurtenances and areas, necessary to the operation or maintenance of the building itself (i) if located at an intermediate story of the building 
 and forming a complete floor level; or (ii) if located on a number of intermediate stories occupying less than a full floor level, provided that the mechanical equipment, 
 appurtenances  and areas are permanently separated from occupied floor areas and in aggregate area do not exceed the area of an average floor as determined by the 
 Redevelopment Agency 



 5 Outside stairs to the first floor of occupancy at the face of the building which the stairs serve, or fire escapes; 



 6 Floor space used for accessory off-street parking and loading spaces and driveways and maneuvering areas incidental thereto; 



 7 Arcades, plazas, walkways, porches, breezeways, porticos and similar features (whether roofed or not), at or near street level, accessible to the general public and not 
 substantially enclosed by exterior walls; and accessways to public transit lines, if open for use by the general public; all exclusive of areas devoted to sales, service, 
 display, and other activities other than movement of persons;   



 8 Balconies, porches, roof decks, terraces, courts and similar features, except those used for primary access as described in Paragraph (a)(6) above, provided that: 



  a) If more than 70 percent of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed, either by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high) or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the clear space is less than 15 feet in either dimension, the area shall not be excluded from 
  gross floor area unless it is fully open to the sky (except for roof eaves, cornices or belt courses which project not more than two feet from the face of the 
  building wall). 



  b) If more than 70 percent of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed, either by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high), or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the clear space is 15 feet or more in both dimensions, (1) the area shall be excluded from 
  gross floor area if it is fully open to the sky (except for roof eaves, cornices or belt courses which project no more than two feet from the face of the  
  building wall), and (2) the area may have roofed areas along its perimeter which are also excluded from gross floor area if the minimum clear open space 
  between any such roof and the opposite wall or roof (whichever is closer) is maintained at 15 feet (with the above exceptions) and the roofed area does 
  not exceed 10 feet in depth; (3) in addition, when the clear open area exceeds 625 square feet, a canopy, gazebo, or similar roofed structure without 
  walls may cover up to 10 percent of such open space without being counted as gross floor area. 



  c) If, however, 70 percent or less of the perimeter of such an area is enclosed by building walls (exclusive of a railing or parapet not more than three feet 
  eight inches high) or by such walls and interior lot lines, and the open side or sides face on a yard, street or court whose dimensions satisfy the require-
  ments of this Code and all other applicable codes for instances in which required windows face upon such yard, street or court, the area may be roofed to 
  the extent permitted by such codes in instances in which required windows are involved; 



 9 On lower, nonresidential floors, elevator shafts and other life-support systems serving exclusively the residential uses on the upper floors of a building; 
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 10 One-third of that portion of a window bay conforming to the requirements of Section 136(d)(2) of the San Francisco Planning Code (in effect as of the adoption of the 
 Design for Development) which extends beyond the plane formed by the face of the facade on either side of the bay but not to exceed seven square feet per bay window 
 as measured at each floor; 



 11 Ground floor area devoted to building or pedestrian circulation and building service; 



 12 Space devoted to personal services, restaurants, and retail sales of goods intended to meet the convenience shopping and service needs of workers and residents, 
 not to exceed 5,000 occupied square feet per use and, in total, not to exceed 75 percent of the area of the ground floor of the building plus the ground level, on-site open 
 space.  



 13 An interior space provided as an open space feature in accordance with the requirements herein; 



 14 Floor area devoted to child care facilities provided that: 



  a) Allowable indoor space is no more or no less than 3,000 square feet and no more than 6,000 square feet, and 



  b) The facilities are made available rent free, and 



  c) Adequate outdoor space is provided adjacent, or easily accessible, to the facility. Spaces such as atriums, rooftops or public parks may be used if they 
  meet licensing requirements for child care facilities, and 



  d) The space is used for child care for the life of the building as long as there is a demonstrated need. No change in use shall occur without a finding by 
  the Redevelopment Agency that there is a lack of need for child care and that the space will be used for a facility described herein dealing with cultural, 
  educational, recreational, religious, or social service facilities; 



 15 Floor area permanently devoted to cultural, educational, recreational, religious or social service facilities available to the general public at no cost or at a fee covering 
 actual operating expenses, provided that such facilities are: 



  a) Owned and operated by a nonprofit corporation or institution, or 



  b) Are made available rent free for occupancy only by nonprofit corporations or institutions for such functions. Building area subject to this subsection 
  shall be counted as occupied floor area, except as provided herein, for the purpose of calculating the off-street parking and freight loading requirements 
  for the project; 



  c) For the purpose of calculating the off-street parking and freight loading requirement for the project, building area subject to this subsection shall be 
  counted as occupied floor area, except as provided herein. 
  y such codes in instances in which required windows are involved; 



Floor Area, Leasable: 



Leasable Floor Area means Floor Rentable Area, as defined and calculated in the 1996 Building Owners Management Association International publication, “Standard Method For 
Measuring Floor Area in Office Buildings.” 
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Commercial/Industrial Square Footage Tracking  Leasable Caculation 



5% SD/MOU approval % change bet GSf/LSF SD or 5% (if no SD) 
Gross Leasable Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 



Total Allowed in Zone A 5,000,000  5,000,000  5,000,000  



Block 26a 312,656  295,966  298,646  4% 298,646  1/21/00 BC Book 



Block 26 Bld 2&3 197,302  186,770  187,437  5% 187,437  3/29/07 SD Book 
Block 28 308,189  291,738  293,420  5% 293,420  3/8/01 SD Book 



Remaining Salesforce (26-27) 422,980  400,401  n/a (1) 400,401  Salesforce marketing  



GSW (29-32) from salesforce 1,000,000  946,619  n/a (1) 946,619  GSW 
GSW (29-32) from FOCIL 103,544  98,017  98,017  GSW 



GSW subtotal 1,103,544  1,044,636  1,044,636  



UCSF (Blocks 33/34) 500,000  473,310  n/a (1) 473,310  UCSF Proposal 
UCSF (Blocks 36-39) n/a (2) 1,020,000  1,020,000  1,020,000  2005 UCSF MOU 



Block 40  664,039  628,592  630,713  5% 630,713  2/22/13 SD Book 



1700 Owens (41-43/P1) 165,610  156,770  152,828  8% 152,828  3/4/02 Sect 321 Book 
Gladstone (41-43/P2) 188,300  178,248  179,500  5% 179,500  3/20/02 SD Book/FOCIL 
1600 Owens (41-43/P4) 219,836  208,101  n/a (3) 208,101  8/29/13 OCII Consistency Letter  



1500 Owens (41-43/P5) 164,464  155,685  155,117  6% 155,117  11/7/06 SD Book 



1450 Owens (41-32/P7) n/a (4) n/a (4) n/a (4) n/a (4) 
Total 4,246,920  5,040,216  5,044,108  Includes retail space 



Total Retail approved in Zone A 44,108  (from next sheet) 
Adjusted Commercial/Office 5,000,000  



Remaining Commercial/Office (0) 



Average % GSF to LSF conversion (then applied to GSW for conversion to LSF) 5% 



(1) No applicable approved SD with calculation 



(2) UCSF is allowed to build 1,020,000 LSF per the 2005 MOU 



(3) No leasable calculated when gross sf was reduced 



(4) 1450 Owens has an approved SD, but OCII's understanding is that ARE sold square footage to SF, so does not have the right to build. 



MOU Allowed 



Gross Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 
Total Allowed in Zone B and D 584,600  584,600  2010 MOU (also allows 4,000 sf of retail for Zone D for a total of 588,600 sf) 



SD approval 



Gross Leasable Leasable Source of SF Info 
Total Allowed in Zone C 450,000  450,000  4/10/06 SD Book - the 450K does not allow any additional retail 
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MBS Retail Square Footage Tracking 
Neigh Retail SF Retail SF 



Market Rate Residential Schematic Design Permitted Amount Affordable Residential 
Block 2 7,971  8,100  Block 7W 10,079  



Block 3W 7,030  6,570  Block 13E 11,904  



Block 4W 10,350  9,358  Total  21,983  
Block 5 16,054  11,667  Remaining for 6E 8,017  
Block 10 10,184  9,726  



Block 10a 0  0 
Block 11 0  0 
Block 12E 0  0 



Block 13W 0  0 
Subtotal 51,589  45,421  (reduction primarly result of retail being used for permanent leasing offices) 



Zone A Commercial  Schematic Design Permitted Amount 



Block 26a 6,938  10,055  



Block 26 Bld 2 4,466  4,466  Could not track down the final permit at DBI so carried forward the SD 
Block 40  14,250  14,250  (assumes 15,000 gsf sold is reduced by 5% to 14,100) 
1700 Owens (41-43/P1) 3,306  3,306  (used Permitted amount for SD as well since SD did not breakout the retail) 



1600 Owens (41-43/P4) 5,086  9,233  (could be reduced additionally if the pharmacy is consiidered part of the medical clinic/but comes out of commercial space) 



1500 Owens (41-43/P5) 2,749  2,798  
Subtotal   36,795  44,108  



Total Zone A plus Res 88,384  89,529  



Allowed Retail SF in MBS per Redevelopment Plan 



City-serving Retail   Square Footage  



Blocks 29-32 and 36            20,700  Maximum of City-serving Retail that can be used on Blocks 29-32 
Zone B (part of X-3)            45,000  (Included in the max that UCSF can develop on commercial, which cannot exceed 549,000) 
Zone C (X-4)            36,000  (included in their overall sf, which cannot exceed 450K combined com/retail) 



Zone D (part of X-3)              4,000   4,000 retail included in overall commercial sq ft allowance in previous tab  
Subtotal          105,700  



Neighborhood Retail 



Block 1            25,000  (allows Entertainment Retail for Block 1 - reduced by 25K to reflect residential on Block 1) 
Zone A/South MBS Res          159,300  
MBS Affordable Hsg            30,000  (OCII also allowed an additional 10K of retail on affordable hsg sites, for total of 30K) 



Subtotal          214,300  
Total          320,000  



Allowed Retail for Zone A/Market-rate Res          180,000  Allowable 



Total Zone A plus Res (from above)   89,529  Used 



Remaining Available pre-UCSF max retail allocation 90,471  



UCSF Block 36-39 Allocation   40,000  



Remaining Available which FOCIL has sold to GSW 50,471  leasable square feet 













From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mallory Shure; Emily Woods
Subject: Office/Lab questions for BC/SD
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:17:55 AM
Attachments: image003.png


image004.png


Catherine –
 
As discussed earlier this week, we’re looking for a few clarifications on the comments you and Pedro made on
the BC/SD booklet drafts.
 


1)       Office v. Lab/R&D: We showed a page in each office/retail tower package to describe the design
conditions that would be required in install a biotech tenant in the towers rather than traditional
office. The intent here is to show that we know what would need to be changed/finessed during DDs
if we had reason to believe we were going that direction, but that our structural grid, core location,
floor-to-floor and building envelope – all of which represent the major determining factors of our
building’s exterior look/feel, pedestrian-level experience, etc. – would not need to change. Pedro
required more “complete” information, sections, etc. (see comments below).
How necessary is this to include, given that it does not represent our current design direction? It
sounded from our call as though you thought we just needed to notate that we wouldn’t block
windows (aligning lab equipment with exterior window lines) – can you confirm this is all we need
to do?


 
2)       Column materials: Pedro has marked on several pages that the designated material for office/retail
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columns (“metal column covers – special paint finish”) “is not what we agreed to.” We discussed this
with OCII on 4/28; my notes from that call suggest we’d all concluded we’d use a round aluminum
column cover with a finish that would be “raw, matte charcoal, impression of structural steel.” At the
time, Pedro also noted that getting this right would likely be a condition of approval, and that we’d
continue to finesse the materiality as we moved into DD. Is that recap aligned with your recollection?
If so, we’re a little unsure what Pedro was anticipating to see in the BC/SD packages and whether we
do, in fact, need to make changes. Would it resolve the question to add a footnote summarizing the
above?


Thanks is advance for any clarity you can provide.
Kate
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Construction
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 10:58:25 AM
Attachments: Crane Layout 4.15.2015 (1) (2).pdf
Importance: High


Clarke/Kate:
 
At your request, our airports group has determined that if the central-west construction crane mast
is moved due north a minimum of 47 feet from its originally proposed existing location, it would be
outside the UCSF helipad airspace.
 
Consequently, if you were to prepare and submit to us a revised crane layout plan (identical to what
you provided previously provide us - see attached), but moving the central-west crane north of its
existing location (e.g., more than 50 feet), we could revise our SEIR analysis and Figure 5.2-28
appropriately, and find in the SEIR that the construction cranes would not penetrate the UCSF
helipad airspace. 
 
However, as discussed, the SEIR would still identify the construction crane impact as potentially
significant, requiring mitigation.
 
Please let me know what your proposed action to this email.  We would need your revised
construction crane graphic by today in order to turn around the analysis for the printcheck Draft EIR
next week.
 
Thanks.
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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NO. DATE ISSUE



TELAMON



SBE CIVIL ENGINEER



855 FOLSOM STREET, SUITE 142



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94107



BKF



CIVIL ENGINEER



1650 TECHNOLOGY DRIVE, SUITE 650



SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95110



SMITH SECKMAN REID INC.



MEP/FP ENGINEERS



2995 SIDCO DRIVE



NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37204



MANICA ARCHITECTURE



DESIGN ARCHITECT



1915 W 43RD AVENUE



KANSAS CITY, KANSAS 66103



KENDALL HEATON ASSOCIATES, INC



EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT/ARCHITECT OF RECORD



3050 POST OAK BLVD, SUITE 1000



HOUSTON, TEXAS 77056



RICHYWORKS



RETAIL DESIGN ARCHITECT



6900 OPORTO DRIVE



LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90068



YAMAMAR DESIGN



SBE ARCHITECT - ARENA INTERIORS / MARKET HALL



619 7TH STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103



PFAU LONG ARCHITECTURE



OFFICE AND RETAIL DESIGN ARCHITECT



98 JACK LONDON ALLEY



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94107



AE3 PARTNERS



SBE ARCHITECT - OFFICE AND RETAIL DESIGN



11 EMBARCADERO W



OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94607



MAGNUSSON KLEMENCIC & ASSOC.



STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS



1301 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 3200



SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101



CRAIG DYKERS



OWNERS' DESIGN CONSULTANT



25 BROADWAY, 2ND FLOOR



NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10004



SWA GROUP



LANDSCAPE DESIGN



301 BATTERY STREET, 2 MEZZANINE



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111



MERRIL MORRIS



SBE - LANDSCAPE DESIGN



249 FRONT STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111



WJHW INC



AUDIO-VISUAL



4801 SPRING VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 113



DALLAS, TEXAS 75244



WALTER P. MOORE



PARKING



1301 MCKINNEY STREET, SUITE 1100



HOUSTON, TEXAS 77010



SDI



F&B / WASTE DISPOSAL EQUIPMENT DESIGN



5200 DTC PARKWAY



GREENWOOD VILLAGE, COLORADO 80111



GIGACHEF



F&B CONCEPTS



PO BOX 296



PURCHASE, NEW YORK 10577



LANGAN TREADWELL ROLLO



GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS



555 MONTGOMERY STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111



DIVIS



SBE - GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS



378 PARK STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94110



MOMENTUM TRANSPORT



LEGION MODELING



BAIRD HOUSE, 15-17 ST CROSS ST



LONDON, UNITED KINGDOM EC1N 8UW



HOWE ENGINEERS



CODE / FIRE / LIFE SAFETY / CFD



101 LONGWATER CIRCLE #203



NORWELL, MASSACHUSETTS 02061



ALBION



ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING



410 CHINA BASIN STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94158
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From: Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2749607 - Ad to be published for Thursday 5/7/2015
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 1:38:26 PM
Attachments: 05-07-2015_SF EXAMINER.pdf
Importance: High


Hi Brett,
 
I’m forwarding you the confirmation of the ad that was published for GSW on
5/7/2015
 
Virna
 
From: Glenda Sobrique [mailto:Glenda_Sobrique@dailyjournal.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 07, 2015 9:20 AM
To: Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC); CTYPLN - WebAdmin
Cc: Fay Locsin; Glenda Sobrique
Subject: RE: 2749607 - Ad to be published for Thursday 5/7/2015
Importance: High
 
Good Morning Virna,
 
Hope you are well.
 
Customer Account Number: 124420
Type of Notice                  : DPN - DISPLAY PUBLIC NOTICE - 1 PUB
Ad Description                  : PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
(ELDP)
Our Order Number            : 2749607
Newspaper                       : SAN FRANCISCO EXAMINER 10%
Publication Date(s)            : 05/07/2015
Total Cost                               : $8748.00 (3 Full Pages)
 
Attached is the E-Tear for today’s edition. The pages are separated in the newspaper but this was
the only way that their print-production was able to accommodate the late notice.
 
Any questions, feel free to ask.
 
Thank you,
 
Glenda Sobrique, Supervisor
Direct: (213) 229-5544
Toll Free: (800) 788-7840 Ext 5544
Fax (213) 229-5493/(800) 474-9444
 


From: Glenda Sobrique 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 10:32 AM
To: 'Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC)'
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PUBLIC NOTICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL  
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT PROJECT (ELDP)



Date: May 4, 2015
Case No.: Of ce of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



(OCII):
 ER 2014-919-97
Planning Department: 2014.1441E



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



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



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



Blocks Size: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32: Approximately 11 acres
Project Sponsor/ 
Applicant: GSW Arena LLC 



David Kelly 
(510) 986-2200
dkelly@warriors.com



Lead Agency: OCII
Staff Contact: Sally Oerth, OCII – (415) 749-2580



sally.oerth@sfgov.org 



THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 
6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC 
RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER 
THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 
DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET 
FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC 
RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.



PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE – PRC
Division 13. ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY [21000 – 21189.3]



(Division 13 added by Stats. 1970, Ch. 1433.)



Chapter 6.5: Jobs and Economic Improvement through 
Environmental Leadership Act of 2011



§21178.
The Legislature nds and declares all of the following:
(a)  The overall unemployment rate in California is 12 percent, and in 



certain regions of the state that rate exceeds 13 percent.
(b)  The California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing 



with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code) requires that the 
environmental impacts of development projects be identi ed and 
mitigated.



(c)  The act also guarantees the public an opportunity to review and 
comment on the environmental impacts of a project and to participate 
meaningfully in the development of mitigation measures for 
potentially signi cant environmental impacts.



(d) There are large projects under consideration in various regions of the 
state that would replace old and outmoded facilities with new job-
creating facilities to meet those regions' needs while also establishing 
new, cutting-edge environmental bene ts to those regions.



(e)  These projects are privately nanced or nanced from revenues 
generated from the projects themselves and do not require taxpayer 



nancing.
(f) These projects further will generate thousands of full-time jobs 



during construction and thousands of additional permanent jobs once 
they are constructed and operating.



(g) These projects also present an unprecedented opportunity to implement 
nation-leading innovative measures that will signi cantly reduce 
traf c, air quality, and other signi cant environmental impacts, and 
fully mitigate the greenhouse gas emissions resulting from passenger 
vehicle trips attributed to the project.



(h) These pollution reductions will be the best in the nation compared to 
other comparable projects in the United States.



(i)  The purpose of this act is to provide unique and unprecedented 
streamlining bene ts under the California Environmental Quality Act 
for projects that provide the bene ts described above for a limited 
period of time to put people to work as soon as possible.



§21180.
For the purposes of this chapter, the following terms shall have the 
following meanings:
(a)  "Applicant" means a public or private entity or its af liates, or a 



person or entity that undertakes a public works project, that proposes 
a project and its successors, heirs, and assignees.



(b)  "Environmental leadership development project," "leadership 
project," or "project" means a project as described in Section 21065 
that is one the following:
(1)  A residential, retail, commercial, sports, cultural, entertainment, 



or recreational use project that is certi ed as LEED silver or 
better by the United States Green Building Council and, where 
applicable, that achieves a 10-percent greater standard for 
transportation ef ciency than for comparable projects. These 
projects must be located on an in ll site. For a project that is within 
a metropolitan planning organization for which a sustainable 
communities strategy or alternative planning strategy is in 
effect, the in ll project shall be consistent with the general use 



 (Successor to the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency)



One South Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94103



415.749.2400



EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor



Mara Rosales, Chair
Miguel Bustos
Marily Mondejar
Darshan Singh



Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director
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designation, density, building intensity, and applicable policies 
speci ed for the project area in either a sustainable communities 
strategy or an alternative planning strategy, for which the State 
Air Resources Board, pursuant to subparagraph (H) of paragraph 
(2) of subdivision (b) of Section 65080 of the Government 
Code, has accepted a metropolitan planning organization's 
determination that the sustainable communities strategy or the 
alternative planning strategy would, if implemented, achieve the 
greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.



(2)  A clean renewable energy project that generates electricity 
exclusively through wind or solar, but not including waste 
incineration or conversion.



(3) A clean energy manufacturing project that manufactures 
products, equipment, or components used for renewable energy 
generation, energy ef ciency, or for the production of clean 
alternative fuel vehicles.



(c)  "Transportation ef ciency" means the number of vehicle trips by 
employees, visitors, or customers of the residential, retail, commercial, 
sports, cultural, entertainment, or recreational use project divided by 
the total number of employees, visitors, and customers.



§21181.
This chapter does not apply to a project if the Governor does not certify 
a project as an environmental leadership development project eligible for 
streamlining provided pursuant to this chapter prior to January 1, 2016.



§21182.
A person proposing to construct a leadership project may apply to the 
Governor for certi cation that the leadership project is eligible for 
streamlining provided by this chapter. The person shall supply evidence 
and materials that the Governor deems necessary to make a decision on 
the application. Any evidence or materials shall be made available to the 
public at least 15 days before the Governor certi es a project pursuant to 
this chapter.



§21183.
The Governor may certify a leadership project for streamlining pursuant 
to this chapter if all the following conditions are met:
(a)  The project will result in a minimum investment of one hundred 



million dollars ($100,000,000) in California upon completion of 
construction.



(b)  The project creates high-wage, highly skilled jobs that pay prevailing 
wages and living wages and provide construction jobs and permanent 
jobs for Californians, and helps reduce unemployment. For purposes 
of this subdivision, “jobs that pay prevailing wages” means that all 
construction workers employed in the execution of the project will 
receive at least the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type 
of work and geographic area, as determined by the Director of Industrial 
Relations pursuant to Sections 1773 and 1773.9 of the Labor Code. If 
the project is certi ed for streamlining, the project applicant shall include 
this requirement in all contracts for the performance of the work.



(c) The project does not result in any net additional emission of 



greenhouse gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from 
employee transportation, as determined by the State Air Resources 
Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing with Section 38500) 
of the Health and Safety Code.



(d)  The project applicant has entered into a binding and enforceable 
agreement that all mitigation measures required pursuant to this 
division to certify the project under this chapter shall be conditions of 
approval of the project, and those conditions will be fully enforceable 
by the lead agency or another agency designated by the lead agency. In 
the case of environmental mitigation measures, the applicant agrees, 
as an ongoing obligation, that those measures will be monitored and 
enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation.



(e)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of the Court of Appeal in 
hearing and deciding any case, including payment of the costs for the 
appointment of a special master if deemed appropriate by the court, 
in a form and manner speci ed by the Judicial Council, as provided 
in the Rules of Court adopted by the Judicial Council pursuant to 
subdivision (f) of Section 21185.



(f)  The project applicant agrees to pay the costs of preparing the 
administrative record for the project concurrent with review and 
consideration of the project pursuant to this division, in a form and 
manner speci ed by the lead agency for the project.



§21184.
(a)  The Governor may certify a project for streamlining pursuant to 



this chapter if it complies with the conditions speci ed in Section 
21183.



(b)  (1) Prior to certifying a project, the Governor shall make a 
determination that each of the conditions speci ed in Section 
21183 has been met. These ndings are not subject to judicial 
review.



(2) (A) If the Governor determines that a leadership project is eligible 
for streamlining pursuant to this chapter, he or she shall 
submit that determination, and any supporting information, 
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review and 
concurrence or nonconcurrence.



(B) Within 30 days of receiving the determination, the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee shall concur or nonconcur in 
writing on the determination.



(C) If the Joint Legislative Budget Committee fails to concur 
or nonconcur on a determination by the Governor within 30 
days of the submittal, the leadership project is deemed to be 
certi ed.



(c)  The Governor may issue guidelines regarding application and 
certi cation of projects pursuant to this chapter. Any guidelines 
issued pursuant to this subdivision are not subject to the rulemaking 
provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act (Chapter 3.5 
(commencing with Section 11340) of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 
of the Government Code).



§21185.
On or before July 1, 2014, the Judicial Council shall adopt a rule of court to 
establish procedures applicable to actions or proceedings brought to attack, 
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review, set aside, void, or annul the certi cation of the environmental 
impact report for an environmental leadership development project 
certi ed by the Governor pursuant to this chapter or the granting of any 
project approvals that require the actions or proceedings, including any 
potential appeals therefrom, be resolved, within 270 days of certi cation
of the record of proceedings pursuant to Section 21186.



§21186.
Notwithstanding any other law, the preparation and certi cation of the 
administrative record for a leadership project certi ed by the Governor 
shall be performed in the following manner:
(a)  The lead agency for the project shall prepare the administrative 



record pursuant to this division concurrently with the administrative 
process.



(b) All documents and other materials placed in the administrative record 
shall be posted on, and be downloadable from, an Internet Web site 
maintained by the lead agency commencing with the date of the 
release of the draft environmental impact report.



(c)  The lead agency shall make available to the public in a readily 
accessible electronic format the draft environmental impact report 
and all other documents submitted to, or relied on by, the lead agency 
in the preparation of the draft environmental impact report.



(d)  A document prepared by the lead agency or submitted by the applicant 
after the date of the release of the draft environmental impact report 
that is a part of the record of the proceedings shall be made available to 
the public in a readily accessible electronic format within ve business 
days after the document is released or received by the lead agency.



(e)  The lead agency shall encourage written comments on the project to 
be submitted in a readily accessible electronic format, and shall make 
any comment available to the public in a readily accessible electronic 
format within ve days of its receipt.



(f)  Within seven business days after the receipt of any comment that is not 
in an electronic format, the lead agency shall convert that comment 
into a readily accessible electronic format and make it available to 
the public in that format.



(g)  Notwithstanding paragraphs (b) to (f), inclusive, documents submitted 
to or relied on by the lead agency that were not prepared speci cally
for the project and are copyright protected are not required to be 
made readily accessible in an electronic format. For those copyright-
protected documents, the lead agency shall make an index of these 
documents available in an electronic format no later than the date of 
the release of the draft environmental impact report, or within ve
business days if the document is received or relied on by the lead 
agency after the release of the draft environmental impact report. 
The index must specify the libraries or lead agency of ces in which 
hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public 
review.



(h)  The lead agency shall certify the nal administrative record within 
ve days of its approval of the project.



(i)  Any dispute arising from the administrative record shall be resolved 
by the superior court. Unless the superior court directs otherwise, a 
party disputing the content of the record shall le a motion to augment 



the record at the time it les its initial brief.
(j)  The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in 



subdivision (e) of Section 21167.6.



§21187.
Within 10 days of the Governor certifying an environmental leadership 
development project pursuant to this section, the lead agency shall, at the 
applicant’s expense, issue a public notice in no less than 12-point type 
stating the following:



“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER 
CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE 
PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER 
THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE 
CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 
DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET 
FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE, OF THE PUBLIC 
RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING 
WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS 
INCLUDED BELOW.”



The public notice shall be distributed by the lead agency as required 
for public notices issued pursuant to paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of 
Section 21092.



§21188.
The provisions of this chapter are severable. If any provision of this chapter 
or its application is held to be invalid, that invalidity shall not affect any 
other provision or application that can be given effect without the invalid 
provision or application.



§21189.
Except as otherwise provided expressly in this chapter, nothing in this 
chapter affects the duty of any party to comply with this division.



§21189.1.
If, prior to January 1, 2016, a lead agency fails to approve a project certi ed
by the Governor pursuant to this chapter, then the certi cation expires and 
is no longer valid.



§21189.2.
The Judicial Council shall report to the Legislature on or before January 1, 
2017, on the effects of this chapter on the administration of justice.



§21189.3
This chapter shall remain in effect until January 1, 2017, and as of that 
date is repealed unless a later enacted statute extends or repeals that date.
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Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC); CTYPLN - WebAdmin
Subject: RE: 2749607 - Ad to be published for Thursday 5/7/2015
Importance: High
 
3 Full Pages.
 
Please review and advise if ok.
 
Going into a meeting but will check my emails.
 
Thanks,
 
Glenda
 


From: Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC) [mailto:virnaliza.byrd@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 06, 2015 9:37 AM
To: Glenda Sobrique
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Cooper, Rick (CPC); CTYPLN - WebAdmin
Subject: Ad to be published for Thursday 5/7/2015
 
Hello Glenda,
 
Attached is the ad that would need to be published in the  SF paper for Thursday
5/7/2015.  Thank you so much for placing this ad last minute.  The ad is 5 pages
and it must be as I have sent with 12 point fonts and signature.
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please give me a call: 415-575-9025 or
email me: Virnaliza.Byrd@sfgov.org.
 
ACCT#: 11241-24420
 
Thank You
 
Virna Byrd
 
Virna Byrd
Planner Technician
Environmental Planning
San Francisco Planning Department
Direct:  415-575-9025
Fax:     415-558-6409
virnaliza.byrd@sfgov.org
 



mailto:virnaliza.byrd@sfgov.org

mailto:Virnaliza.Byrd@sfgov.org

mailto:virnaliza.byrd@sfgov.org






From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Offsite Mitigation Fee Calculation
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 2:27:14 PM
Attachments: image001.png


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


**********DRAFT EMAIL*********************
Hi Anthony,
In regards to calculating the mitigation fee based on BAAQMD’s success in implementing emissions
reduction projects, like the Vehicle Buy Back program, it would be easiest to calculate the fee on a
cost per ton basis using the following equations:
 
Equation 1.
 
Total amount of money given out for VBB  = average amount of $/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 2.
 
Total tons of ozone precursor emissions reduction provided by VBB = average tons of emissions
reductions/year
X period (3 years)
 
Equation 3.
 
Results of equation 1  = Average cost/ton of Ozone precursor reduction
Results of equation 2
 
Equation 4.
 
([Results of Equation 1] *17.11 ) + 5% administrative fee = Mitigation Offset Fee
 
 
 
 
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: Range, Jessica (CPC)
To: Whit Manley
Cc: Chris Stiles; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: MB Arena Project
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2015 11:04:08 AM
Attachments: Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Construction Emissions Minimization (00299791xB0A85)+JR.docx
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See my edits attached.  Feel free to call me if you have questions.
 
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Whit Manley [mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 9:39 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Chris Stiles
Subject: Fwd: MB Arena Project
 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Chris Stiles <CStiles@rmmenvirolaw.com>
Date: May 21, 2015 at 9:33:28 AM PDT
To: "jessica.range@sfgov.com" <jessica.range@sfgov.com>
Cc: Whit Manley <WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com>
Subject: MB Arena Project
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[bookmark: MAQ2]Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization


A.	Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.	All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:


a)	Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.; Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)	All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then 


c)	Exceptions:


i.	Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If OCII grants this exception, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with A(1)(b). 


ii.	Exceptions to A(1)(b) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that a particular piece of off-road equipment with a Tier 4 engine is: (1) technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, or (3) there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that do not have Tier 4 engines. If OCII grants this exception, the project sponsor must comply with the requirements of A(1)(c)(iii). 


iii.	If OCII grants an exception as detailed above, the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.


			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm ] 






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.











2.	The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.


3.	The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 


4.	The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.	The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.	Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


	Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


C.	Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 




























Jessica,
 
Attached is the Air Quality mitigation measure.  Forwarded per Whit Manley. 
 
Thanks,
 
Chris
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


 








From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Orton Development
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 8:36:24 AM


The CPE was published May 7, 2014 and the project has a 24 month construction timeline. Project
description is as follows:
 
Project Title: 400-600 20th Street, Pier 70 ("20th Street Historic Core")
The project site is located along northern and southern portions of 20th Street between Illinois and
Louisiana Streets within the greater approximately 70-acre Pier 70 area bounded by Mariposa,
Illinois, 22nd Streets and San Francisco Bay in San Francisco’s Central Waterfront area. The project
site includes four parcels (Assessor’s Block 4046, Lot 001; Block 4111, Lots 003 and 004; and a
portion of Block 4052, Lot 001) which contain ten Port-owned buildings (Buildings 101, 102, 104,
113, 114, 115, 116, 122, 123 and 14) which are referred to as the “20th Street Historic Core.” The
ten buildings on the project site range in size from approximately 400 square feet (sq. ft.) to 95,157
sq. ft.
 
The 20th Street Historic Core currently contains approximately 270,000 gross square feet (gsf) of
largely vacant industrial and office space. The proposed project would include: 1) historic renovation
of the 20th Street Historic Core to satisfy current seismic, structural, and code requirements; 2)
remediation of hazardous materials; 3) reuse of the buildings as primarily light industrial and
commercial uses; 4) the addition of approximately 69,000 gross square feet (gsf) of new building
space, primarily in interior mezzanines; 5) removal of approximately 5,000 gsf of previous additions
to Building 104 at the northeast corner, and to Building 113 on the eastern side and western sides;
6) creation of an outdoor publically accessible plaza to be used for events, and 7) roadway, sidewalk,
and parking lot improvements as described below under “Parking, Access, Circulation and Loading”.
In total, the proposed project would include approximately 334,000 gsf of existing and new building
space, as detailed in Tables 1 and 2, below.
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Joyce; Peter Green; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: Construction
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 10:58:26 AM
Attachments: Crane Layout 4.15.2015 (1) (2).pdf
Importance: High


Clarke/Kate:
 
At your request, our airports group has determined that if the central-west construction crane mast
is moved due north a minimum of 47 feet from its originally proposed existing location, it would be
outside the UCSF helipad airspace.
 
Consequently, if you were to prepare and submit to us a revised crane layout plan (identical to what
you provided previously provide us - see attached), but moving the central-west crane north of its
existing location (e.g., more than 50 feet), we could revise our SEIR analysis and Figure 5.2-28
appropriately, and find in the SEIR that the construction cranes would not penetrate the UCSF
helipad airspace. 
 
However, as discussed, the SEIR would still identify the construction crane impact as potentially
significant, requiring mitigation.
 
Please let me know what your proposed action to this email.  We would need your revised
construction crane graphic by today in order to turn around the analysis for the printcheck Draft EIR
next week.
 
Thanks.
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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NO. DATE ISSUE



TELAMON



SBE CIVIL ENGINEER



855 FOLSOM STREET, SUITE 142



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94107



BKF



CIVIL ENGINEER



1650 TECHNOLOGY DRIVE, SUITE 650



SAN JOSE, CALIFORNIA 95110



SMITH SECKMAN REID INC.



MEP/FP ENGINEERS



2995 SIDCO DRIVE



NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37204



MANICA ARCHITECTURE



DESIGN ARCHITECT



1915 W 43RD AVENUE



KANSAS CITY, KANSAS 66103



KENDALL HEATON ASSOCIATES, INC



EXECUTIVE ARCHITECT/ARCHITECT OF RECORD



3050 POST OAK BLVD, SUITE 1000



HOUSTON, TEXAS 77056



RICHYWORKS



RETAIL DESIGN ARCHITECT



6900 OPORTO DRIVE



LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90068



YAMAMAR DESIGN



SBE ARCHITECT - ARENA INTERIORS / MARKET HALL



619 7TH STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94103



PFAU LONG ARCHITECTURE



OFFICE AND RETAIL DESIGN ARCHITECT



98 JACK LONDON ALLEY



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94107



AE3 PARTNERS



SBE ARCHITECT - OFFICE AND RETAIL DESIGN



11 EMBARCADERO W



OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94607



MAGNUSSON KLEMENCIC & ASSOC.



STRUCTURAL ENGINEERS



1301 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 3200



SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101



CRAIG DYKERS



OWNERS' DESIGN CONSULTANT



25 BROADWAY, 2ND FLOOR



NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10004



SWA GROUP



LANDSCAPE DESIGN



301 BATTERY STREET, 2 MEZZANINE



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111



MERRIL MORRIS



SBE - LANDSCAPE DESIGN



249 FRONT STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111



WJHW INC



AUDIO-VISUAL



4801 SPRING VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 113



DALLAS, TEXAS 75244



WALTER P. MOORE



PARKING



1301 MCKINNEY STREET, SUITE 1100



HOUSTON, TEXAS 77010



SDI



F&B / WASTE DISPOSAL EQUIPMENT DESIGN



5200 DTC PARKWAY



GREENWOOD VILLAGE, COLORADO 80111



GIGACHEF



F&B CONCEPTS



PO BOX 296



PURCHASE, NEW YORK 10577



LANGAN TREADWELL ROLLO



GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS



555 MONTGOMERY STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94111



DIVIS



SBE - GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS



378 PARK STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94110



MOMENTUM TRANSPORT



LEGION MODELING



BAIRD HOUSE, 15-17 ST CROSS ST



LONDON, UNITED KINGDOM EC1N 8UW



HOWE ENGINEERS



CODE / FIRE / LIFE SAFETY / CFD



101 LONGWATER CIRCLE #203



NORWELL, MASSACHUSETTS 02061



ALBION



ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERING



410 CHINA BASIN STREET



SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94158
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: FW: 3D Model Images
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 10:12:46 AM
Attachments: image003.png


Catherine,
I wanted to share the latest images of the 3D model. It’s still a work-in-progress, and there are a
number of changes forthcoming (detailed below) plus landscaping trees will be added.
Thought you might enjoy seeing it.
Clarke
 


From: Julia Nunes 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 1:54 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout (jblout@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: 3D Model Images
 
Thanks Kate, see below for responses. Yes, the designers have reviewed and provided comments to
Steelblue.
 


From: Kate Aufhauser 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 1:24 PM
To: Julia Nunes; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout (jblout@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: 3D Model Images
 
Thanks Julia. I presume the designers have seen this?
 
Re: colors:


·         Yes, the blue should DEFINITELY be less bright. More importantly it should be less cyan…I
was envisioning something more like this.


 
[I agree. I’m picking colors at Steelblue’s office tomorrow afternoon. You’re welcome to join me J]
 


·         I don’t see any white anywhere, am I missing it?
 
[What’s shown as light grey in the images will actually be white.]
 


·         And finally, I wonder if they could in any way differentiate the colors of the office core (the
prodema material) since that’s such a fundamental part of the design


 
[Like orange?]
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact







SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 


From: Julia Nunes 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 12:24 PM
To: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Jesse Blout (jblout@stradasf.com); Kate Aufhauser
Subject: 3D Model Images
 
Hi all,
 
Steelblue sent over updated composite images of the 3D model with color (attached). A couple of
notes:
 


1.        The proscenium arch will be added in.
2.        The South St. garage entrance will be fixed.
3.        The gatehouse doors will be moved to their correct location.
4.        The roof colors will look like Image 5 (grey and white).
5.        The shades of blue and green are not final. I’m thinking they should be less bright.


 
Let me know if you have any other edits/comments.
 
Thanks,
Julia
 
Julia Nunes
Project Coordinator
510.326.2355
jnunes@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us
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From: Bridges, George (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Fwd: Art Consultant RFP
Date: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 3:03:28 PM
Attachments: image001.png


FYI


Begin forwarded message:


From: Julia Nunes <JNunes@warriors.com>
Date: May 14, 2015 at 5:43:58 PM PDT
To: "Bridges, George (CII)" <george.bridges@sfgov.org>, "Lee,
Raymond (CII)" <raymond.c.lee@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)" <CMiller@stradasf.com>
Subject: RE: Art Consultant RFP


Hi George,
 
Here is our list of candidates:
 
Dorka Keehn
Anne Cervantes
Deborah Frieden
Helene Fried
Donna Schumacher
 
We have typically included the insurance section in the RFPs we have sent out to date.
 
Thanks,
Julia
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) [mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 5:01 PM
To: Julia Nunes; Lee, Raymond (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: RE: Art Consultant RFP
 
Julia
 
Do you have the list of firms receiving the RFP?  Do you think you need to include the
insurance section?
 
George
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From: Julia Nunes [mailto:JNunes@warriors.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 3:22 PM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com)
Subject: Art Consultant RFP
 
George and Ray,
 
I’ve attached our draft RFP for the Art Consultant role for the Warriors project. We
would appreciate your review - please let us know if you have any suggestions or edits.
 
 
Thanks,
Julia
 
Julia Nunes
Project Coordinator
510.326.2355
jnunes@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW GHG checklist
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:42:53 AM
Attachments: GSW_GHG_Checklist_052215_Final.doc


Hi Brett, Chris, and Jessica,
Attached please find the final GHG checklist for the Warriors project.


Please let me know today if you have any questions.


Thank you,
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
May 22, 2015




Project Name: Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32


Case Number, Planning Department: 2014.1441E


Case Number, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure: ER 2014‐919‐97


Project Address and Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29‐32;




Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Standard to be Met (Select one)
: LEED® Gold 


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  Orion Environmental Associates 


Date:  May 22, 2015


Brief Project Description: GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC that owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses on an approximately 11‐acre site on Blocks 29‐32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area of San Francisco. The rectangular-shaped project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season and would provide a year‐round venue for a range of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences, and conventions. The mixed-use development would support office and retail uses, open space, and structured parking.


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:


Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Consistency


			Remarks





			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			  Yes


☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with the Commuter Benefits Ordinance because all employers within the event center and mixed use development with 20 or more employees would participate in at least one of the benefit programs as required under this ordinance. 


The Golden State Warriors would have approximately 255 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. There would be an additional 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees on game days or an additional 675 to 1,000 day-of-event employees during other events. Retail and office uses are estimated to generate an additional 2,479 FTE non-Warriors employees, and individual employers with 20 or more employees would be required to comply with this ordinance.





			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would comply with the Emergency Ride Home Program because the project sponsor would enroll in the program either provide the City-prepared flier or program brochure describing the program, or disseminate comparable information through other generally accepted methods of communication, to all employees. The project sponsor would also encourage tenants to enroll and would provide the same information to all tenants.





			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes. As part of the plan, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency would also prepare a Transit Service Plan to provide for Muni transit services and facilities to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project. In addition, the project would comply with the Mission Bay Transportation Management Plan requirements.





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)


			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 





			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor will pay the fees in accordance with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan requirements.





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project is located within and is consistent with the overall approved Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. This Plan has identified land uses on a block-by-block basis that provides housing in proximity to commercial/industrial uses, which is consistent with the intent of this program. The Plan includes 6,400 housing units, of which over 29 percent will be affordable housing at full buildout. With respect to this specific project, residential uses are designated less than ⅟4 -mile north of the project site. 





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐    Yes


☐    No


  Not Applicable


			This regulation does not apply because no existing buildings would be used or modified under the proposed project. The project consists only of construction of new buildings. 





			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 or CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development would provide for a total of 586 bicycle parking spaces, including 111 Class 1 spaces within the office/retail buildings, 300 Class 2 spaces (which would be valet staffed on event days to make them Class 1 spaces), 100 Class 1 spaces in a temporary corral (as needed), and 75 Class 2 spaces for the office/retail buildings. In addition, the event center and the office/retail buildings would include showers and locker facilities. 



Based on the project's design of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, the CALGreen requirement calls for 5% of new off-street parking, or 48 bicycle spaces. Similarly, Planning Code Section 155 requires 1 bicycle space for every 20 new vehicle parking space or 48 bicycles spaces. The project would exceed these requirements.





			Bicycle parking in non-accessory parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			No Class 1 spaces required. One Class 2 space for every 20 auto spaces, except in no case less than six Class 2 spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 applies. 






			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes 586 bicycle parking spaces (including 375 Class 2 spaces) compared to 950 vehicle parking spaces, exceeding these requirements.





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.10 and CalGreen Section 5.106.5) 


			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  For projects with a parking capacity of more than 200 spaces, mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes a total of 21 fuel efficient vehicle (FEV) parking spaces, 30 spaces with vehicle charging stations (VCS), and 51 spaces for carpool vehicles. In the event that installation of 30 VCS parking spaces is not commercially reasonable, the project would provide 51 FEV and 51 carpool spaces. This represents 10.6% percent of the 950 total parking. exceeding the 8% requirement.





			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.





			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			


			


			


			





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.201.1,  5.201.1.1)


			· Demonstrate compliance with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards (2013)).






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with the energy efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code and California Energy Code. The proposed development would be designed to LEED® Gold standards and would incorporate a variety of energy conservation and efficiency design features, such as high efficiency mechanical systems and lighting design, in order to comply with code requirements.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4)






			· New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project would have a commissioning team performing the commissioning requirements per the Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410).





			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 147)






			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the post-construction requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including the Stormwater Design Guidelines, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Stormwater management features of the project include typical low impact development (LID) practices, such as filtration basins, rain gardens, and extensive green roofs, as well as unique and innovative systems, such as a filtration ring installed on the arena itself.  4% of the hardscape and impermeable surfaces of the site, including typical roofs, would be treated in SFPUC regulation filtration basins.  In addition, approximately 50,000 square feet (sf) of self-treating green roofs are included.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2)


			All new buildings must comply with current California water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current California and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the water efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water fixture and fittings would reduce water consumption by a minimum of 35%. The project would utilize auto-sensor restroom lavatories, pint flush (0.125 gallons per flush [gpf]) urinals, 1.28 gpf water closets, 1.5 gpm break room sinks, and 1.5 gpm showerheads.





			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.


2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project consists of new construction of commercial properties and does not include the improvement of any existing commercial properties.





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12A)


			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks. 


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project does not include any residential uses.





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 63)






			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf. Note: Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.  www.sfwater.org/landscape


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project would comply with San Francisco’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water efficiency features for landscaped areas include low-water use planting selections, including extensive use of sedum and allium-based green roof materials, as well as soil mix design for a high available water holding capacity.





			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 



· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.





			☐     Yes



☐    No


   Not Applicable 





			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project includes only new construction and no existing commercial buildings would be retained onsite. 





			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy (San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.5)


			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would purchase Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) equal to 70% of total electricity use for at least 2 years for those buildings ≥ 25,000 square feet.





			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.1)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants would implement the requirements of San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance and CalGreen Building Code for recycling. The project design would include the following features: Paper, glass, corrugated cardboard, plastic, and metals would be collected on site for recycling.  Recycling bins and composting containers would be conveniently located throughout the buildings.  They would then be collected and stored near the loading dock for hauling from the site.





			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s requirements for recycling of construction debris. 



 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and demolition debris recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s mandatory requirements for diverting at least 75% of all wastes from landfills.





			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant one 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because the project's landscaping design incorporates the requirements of the South Plan Area Streetscape Master. The project would include planting of 79 street trees along Third Street, 16th Street, and future alignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, approximately every 25 feet where possible. 





			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Building Code Table 5.106.8.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement project because the project design complies with and implements the light pollution reduction requirements of the CalGreen Building Standards Code, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Light pollution reduction features of the project design include exterior lighting fixture selections that will have minimum Backlight, Uplight, and Glare (BUG) ratings as allowed by required illuminance levels.





			Construction Site Runoff Control (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 146)


			San Francisco’s Construction Site Runoff Control requirements apply to any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface. Covered projects must obtain a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit. Applicants must submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and provide details of the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site. For projects that involve disturbance of more than one acre of land and are located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system, applicants may submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with the State of California's General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity in lieu of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 



All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMPs to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because as part of the construction specifications, the contractors would be required to obtain and comply with the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. The project is located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system and as such, the project sponsor or its contractors would prepare and  submit a site-specific SWPPP for all construction activities. During construction, the contractors would implement best management practices (BMPs) and comply with the conditions of the approved SWPPP.





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management (CalGreen 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.



New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants (including the proposed food hall) would implement and comply with the CalGreen Building Code requirements for enhanced refrigerant management.








			Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.504.4 – all sections.)


			These requirements apply to nonresidential projects:



Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.



Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Building Code Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,


3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would comply with these requirements because the project sponsor and its tenants would require that contractors implement and comply with the Finish Material Pollutant Control Requirements of the CalGreen Building Code, which would be a condition for obtaining a building permit. 





			Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.504  all sections.)


			These requirements apply to residential projects:



Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings –- Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants – Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2.


Composite Wood – Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Building Code Table 4.504.5


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Wood burning fire places must be a direct-vent or sealed combustion unit and must be compliant with EPA Phase II limits (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries). The combustion unit must be at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because if the project were to include wood burning fireplaces, the project design would implement and comply with the San Francisco Building Code and CalGreen Building Code requirements for use of wood burning fireplaces.





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor would implement and comply with, and would require its tenants to implement and comply with, the requirements of Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code addressing the use of diesel back up generators. 








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code. See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.







2


[image: image2.jpg]









PAGE  


17


[image: image1.jpg]





[image: image2.jpg][image: image3.jpg]




From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner; Emily Woods
Subject: Outstanding BCSD Questions
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 11:48:52 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Project Data Summary Check-In.msg
Planning Review of Sec 321 Charts.msg
OfficeLab questions for BCSD.msg
Background Appendices Questions.msg


Importance: High


Hi Catherine,
 
Could use an answer on the questions attached, as our designers are wrapping up drafts for an
internal deadline today. Please give me a ring when you have a chance to discuss.
 
Thanks,
Kate
 


1.        Project Data Summary – please review and approve template
2.        David W.’s review of packages, esp. Section 321 chart – please confirm in progress
3.        Office/Lab – please advise on any additional content or footnoting needed
4.        Column materials – please approve the proposed footnote
5.        Background appendices diagrams – please advise on next steps for utilities plan, view


corridors, and bike/vehicle access
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:lweingartner@manicaarchitecture.com

mailto:woods@pfaulong.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014





Project Data Summary Check-In


			From


			Kate Aufhauser


			To


			Reilly, Catherine (ADM)


			Cc


			Sekhri, Neil; Clarke Miller


			Recipients


			catherine.reilly@sfgov.org; NSekhri@gibsondunn.com; CMiller@stradasf.com





Hi Catherine,







 







I’m attaching our most recently revised template for the Project Data Summaries, which will be shared across all the updated packages. Can you take a look and make sure we have incorporated all of OCII’s comments from the drafts? 







 







When you get a chance, we’d appreciate your feedback on a few of the other open questions re: BCSD (column material, lab/R&D, utility plans, etc.). 







 







Thank you!







Kate







 







 







Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst







510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)







kaufhauser@warriors.com







Golden State Warriors







website | tickets | app | social | find us







SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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2015.05.17_ProjectDataSummary_UpdatedTemplate.xlsx


South St. Tower



				Project Data Summary







				Project Standards				Site Data				Consistent With												Notes



												Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan				Amended Design for Development 2015				GSW Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32



				Blocks 29-32 Full Project



				Land Use				HZ-5
Commercial/Industrial				 √				 √				 √				Major Phase Submittal for Blocks 29-32, pages 6-7. 



				Parcel Land Area (all parcels)				475,688 square feet (11 acres) 				 √				 √				 √				Major Phase Submittal, pages 6, 33.



				Gross Floor Area 				1,143,021 square feet				 √				 √				 √				As part of aggregate FAR of Zone A, Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.



				Leasable Floor Area				1,055,585 square feet				 √				 √				 √				As part of aggregate leasable area of Zone A, Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.



				Setbacks				Third Street:  [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range]				 √				 √				 √				Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.



								South Street: [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range]



								16th Street: [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range]



								Terry Francois Boulevard: [insert actual setbacks, ok to use a range] 



				Streetwall Block-length Coverage				TBD				--				 √				 √				Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.								LAUREN TO PROVIDE ONCE STREETWALL DIAGRAM IS COMPLETE



				Streetwall Heights				Third Street:  [insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 				--				 √				 √				Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.



								South Street:[insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 



								16th Street:[insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 



								Terry Francois Boulevard: [insert actual heights, can use range for each street] 



				Streetwall Projections				Third Street:  None proposed
				--				 √				 √				Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.



								South Street:[insert actual] 
[just retail? Range OK]



								16th Street:[insert actual] 
[will mostly be the illinois moment/driveway]



								Terry Francois Boulevard: [insert actual]
 [just retail? Range OK]



				Required Stepbacks				None				--				 √				 √				Consistent with the Arena Overlay Zone Design Standards and Guidelines, as per Amended Design for Development, pages 125, 129.



				Vehicle Parking 				1082 (provided in part in adjacent parking structure at 450 South Street)				 √				 √				 √				Calculated at 1 per 1,000 sf of leasable area for office and retail development, and in the case of the arena, 1 per 50 seats, as per Amended Design for Development, page 126.
Calculated with a 1:1 ratio of compact to standard spaces, per Amended Design for Development, page 42.



				Bicycle Parking				Up to 511 Class I spaces				 √				 √				 √				Minimum of 1 secure bicyle parking space must be provided for every 20 vehicular parking spaces or fraction thereof, per Amended Design for Development, page 42. 



				Loading				13				 √				 √				 √				Minimum of seven off-street commercial loading spaces for the Arena building, and six for other commercial/industrial and retail development, per Amended Design for Development, page 44, 126.



				Shadow Analysis				Provided (see Background Appendices)				 √				 √				 √				No variance requested from the Amended Design for Development, page 37. Provided for informational purposes only. 



				Wind Analysis				Provided (see Background Appendices)				 √				 √				 √				Amended Design for Development, page 38.



				[SPECIFIC STRUCTURE - INSERT INFO HERE]



				Building Height				[specify for particular structure]				 √				 √				 √				Maximum base height of 90'-0'' and maximum tower height of 160'-00'', plus maximum event center building height of 135'-0'', as per Amended Design for development, page 23, 125. 160'-0'' height limit per Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.



				Mechanical Penthouse Height				[specify for particular structure]				 √				 √				 √				20' limit for structures where the hegith limit is greater than 65', as per Amended Design for Development, page 23.



				Number of Stories				[specify for particular structure]				--				 √				 √				Maximum base height of 90'-0'' and maximum tower height of 160'-00'', plus maximum event center building height of 135'-0'', as per Amended Design for development, page 23, 125. 160'-0'' height limit per Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.



				Applicable Codes and Documents



				Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project, dated November 2, 1998.



				Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, dated March 16, 2004.



				Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, to be approved concurrently with this submittal.



				Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32, to be appproved prior to this submittal.











16th St. Tower



				Project Data Summary







				Project Standards				Site Data				Consistent With												Notes



												Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan				Amended Design for Development 2015*				GSW Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32



				Blocks 29-32



				Land Use				HZ-5
Commercial/Industrial
Blocks 29-32 (all parcels)				 √				 √				 √				Major Phase Submittal for Blocks 29-32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project, anticipated 16 September 2015, pages 6-7.



				Parcel Land Area (all parcels)				522,361 square feet (12 acres)



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				 √				 √				 √				Major Phase Submittal, pages 6, 33.



				Gross Floor Area 				+/- XYZ square feet



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				 √				 √				 √				As part of aggregate FAR of Zone A, Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.



				Leasable Floor Area				XYZ square feet



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				 √				 √				 √				As part of aggregate leasable area of Zone A, Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5.



				Site Coverage 



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
/ % of Developable Area at Base Height				%



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				 √				 √				 √				As part of an aggregate for Zone HZ-5 XY% coverage allowed per Amended Design for Development,  anticipated 16 September 2015, page TBD.



				Shadow Analysis				N/A				 √				 √				 √				Only required if variance is requested (n/a).



				Wind Analysis				Provided (see Background Appendices)				 √				 √				 √				Amended Design for Development, page TBD.



				16th Street Office and Retail Tower



				Building Heights				Office/R&D Podium: 90'-0"
Office/R&D Tower: 160'-0"				 √				 √				 √				160'-0'' height limit per Redevelopment Plan, Section 304.5. 
Buildings on Blocks 30 and 32 are allowed to exceed 90'-0'', but not allowed to exceed 160'-0'' as per Amended Design for Development, page TBD.



				Mechanical Penthouse Heights				Office/R&D Podium: 10'-0"
Office/R&D Tower: 16'-0"				 √				 √				 √				Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.



				Number of Stories				Office/R&D Podium: 6
Office/R&D Tower: 11



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
Please use the no. of stories that reflects your most current design. 				 √				 √				 √



				Required Setbacks				Third Street: 4' public sidewalk, including 5' setback; 16th Street: 20' setback				 √				 √				 √				Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.



				Streetwall Block-length Coverage				Third Street: 31% block-length coverage
16th Street: 56% block-length coverage



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:

The project also meets minimum/maximum height & maximum projection requirements. [note: need to spell this out, per Pedro's feedback on previous draft --> see additional rows below]				



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
/ % of Developable Area at Base Height				



Kate Aufhauser: Kate Aufhauser:
To be confirmed by Manica team.				 √				 √				 √				X% along X street, Y% along Y street, as per Amended Design for Development, page TBD.



				Streetwall Heights				Third Street: 90' typical
16th Street: 90' @ podium; 160' @ tower, 135' @ event center																Mid-rises and towers exempt from height requirements, as per Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.



				Streetwall Projections				Third Street:  none proposed
16th Street:  none proposed																Max of X ft., as per Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.



				Required Stepbacks				None				 √				 √				 √				Amended Design for Development,  page TBD.







				Applicable Codes and Documents



				Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project, dated November 2, 1998



				Design for Development Mission Bay South, dated September 17, 1988



				Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, dated March 16, 2004



				Amended Design for Development Mission Bay, anticipated September 16, 2015*



				Major Phase Application for Blocks 29-32, anticipated September 16, 2015



















Planning Review of Sec 321 Charts


			From


			Kate Aufhauser


			To


			Reilly, Catherine (ADM)


			Cc


			Mallory Shure; Emily Woods; Clarke Miller


			Recipients


			catherine.reilly@sfgov.org; shure@pfaulong.com; woods@pfaulong.com; CMiller@stradasf.com





Catherine, is David W. reviewing our Planning Section 321 authorization charts in the BC/SD packages? Should I reach out to him directly? I haven’t heard any feedback on our books to date from him. 







 







Thanks. 







 







Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst







510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)







kaufhauser@warriors.com







Golden State Warriors







website | tickets | app | social | find us







SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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Office/Lab questions for BC/SD


			From


			Kate Aufhauser


			To


			Reilly, Catherine (ADM)


			Cc


			Clarke Miller; Mallory Shure; Emily Woods


			Recipients


			catherine.reilly@sfgov.org; CMiller@stradasf.com; shure@pfaulong.com; woods@pfaulong.com





Catherine – 







 







As discussed earlier this week, we’re looking for a few clarifications on the comments you and Pedro made on the BC/SD booklet drafts. 







 







1)      Office v. Lab/R&D: We showed a page in each office/retail tower package to describe the design conditions that would be required in install a biotech tenant in the towers rather than traditional office. The intent here is to show that we know what would need to be changed/finessed during DDs if we had reason to believe we were going that direction, but that our structural grid, core location, floor-to-floor and building envelope – all of which represent the major determining factors of our building’s exterior look/feel, pedestrian-level experience, etc. – would not need to change. Pedro required more “complete” information, sections, etc. (see comments below). 







How necessary is this to include, given that it does not represent our current design direction? It sounded from our call as though you thought we just needed to notate that we wouldn’t block windows (aligning lab equipment with exterior window lines) – can you confirm this is all we need to do? 















 







2)      Column materials: Pedro has marked on several pages that the designated material for office/retail columns (“metal column covers – special paint finish”) “is not what we agreed to.” We discussed this with OCII on 4/28; my notes from that call suggest we’d all concluded we’d use a round aluminum column cover with a finish that would be “raw, matte charcoal, impression of structural steel.” At the time, Pedro also noted that getting this right would likely be a condition of approval, and that we’d continue to finesse the materiality as we moved into DD. Is that recap aligned with your recollection? If so, we’re a little unsure what Pedro was anticipating to see in the BC/SD packages and whether we do, in fact, need to make changes. Would it resolve the question to add a footnote summarizing the above? 















Thanks is advance for any clarity you can provide. 







Kate







 







Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst







510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)







kaufhauser@warriors.com







Golden State Warriors







website | tickets | app | social | find us







SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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Background Appendices Questions


			From


			Kate Aufhauser


			To


			Reilly, Catherine (ADM)


			Cc


			Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner


			Recipients


			catherine.reilly@sfgov.org; CMiller@stradasf.com; lweingartner@manicaarchitecture.com





Catherine, some more clarifying comments:







 







1)      The BCSD completeness checklist noted that our Utilities plan is “not readable.” I’m including some old email correspondence about this for background. As before, the question is whether including it in four quadrants (with keys) would be sufficient for increasing legibility, or if you’d prefer coloring or some other diagrammatic change. Can you advise?







 







2)      The same checklist notes the View Corridors vicinity plan should “correct not differentiate.” I’m not clear on the meaning of this comment. 







 







3)      For site plan diagrams, would you prefer we show bike parking and vehicular access (driveways) as one combined image, or two separate ones? To date we have been separating them, but you asked about bikes on the vehicular access plan. 







 







Thank you!







 







 







Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst







510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)







kaufhauser@warriors.com







Golden State Warriors







website | tickets | app | social | find us







SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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RE: ?s Tomorrow



				From



				Reilly, Catherine (ADM)



				To



				Kate Aufhauser



				Cc



				Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com



				Recipients



				KAufhauser@warriors.com; CMiller@stradasf.com; lweingartner@manicaarchitecture.com; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com







Hi, Kate – Here are the delayed responses.  Let me know if there is anything else I owe you.









 









1 – Yes, this graphic is fine.









2 – Let’s talk about this at the next Wednesday meeting.  I agree that we would prefer not to have different versions floating around, but my bigger concern is being able to make the finding that the EIR analysis covers any tweaks to the design (ie we cannot find at the end that the EIR wind is so different than the ultimate project the EIR analysis is not adequate).









3 – I think that it would be good to have a cross section that shows the heights since the open spaces are not at street level.  Unfortunately, I do not have any examples since the majority of the open spaces are not raised.  However, it would be very similar to a building cross section, with heights shown for the different open space areas so people understand that it is not a flat landscaping plan.  As for elevations, it may be just having an elevation of each street frontage that shows the entire street with where the open spaces show up with the buildings in place so people understand the vertical nature of the open spaces.  Usually we just do the bird’s eye view, but in this case something that allows people to understand the vertical nature will be useful.









4 – Looks good from what I can tell.









 









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









 









From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2015 2:33 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Lauren Weingartner; ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com
Subject: RE: ?s Tomorrow









 









Whoops, we forgot to cover. Questions below! I’ll give you a ring Monday to discuss if that’s easier than email. 









 









1)      Utilities: The attached is our most recent update. Is this OK to use for our Background Appendices? It doesn’t have all the pretty colors that our Major Phase versions did 









2)      Wind studies: Since the BC/SD packages and the DSEIR will be released the same month (May), it seems most reasonable to me that we use the same wind studies for each. That would mean our BC/SD package wind studies have slightly outdated office massing  (NOP site plan, not Pfau Long updates), but we think the results would be very similar. If you’re comfortable with this, we’d plan to do an updated/final wind study in late summer, prior to final approvals, and could include it in the BC/SD packages (and elsewhere). Is this an OK approach? 









3)      Open space: The design team is not sure whether we need elevations and sections for “open space” (probably primarily the Third St. Plaza), and if so, precisely what those graphics would show. Can you provide some guidance, or examples from other packages? 









4)      Parking:  We are planning to show a chart of parking space types by level (ADA, van, compact, standard, etc.) that our consultant has prepared. We are also planning to update the Major Phase table (copied below for reference) but maintain the same format. We would add to it a narrative like the one below (sent to Paul Mitchell yesterday for CEQA). At this level of design, is that a sufficient way to address the allocation of spaces to different uses on-site? 









 









“The D4D, as amended according to the GSW’s proposals, will dictate the minimum and maximum number of parking spaces required for event center or office uses by structure.  The set number of parking spaces required for the event center will be reserved for event patrons at all times.  The set number of parking spaces provided for the office structures may be made available for use by event patrons on a shared-parking basis (i.e., as available).”









 



















 









Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst









510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)









kaufhauser@warriors.com









Golden State Warriors









website | tickets | app | social | find us









SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year









 









 









From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 11, 2015 9:11 PM
To: Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Clarke Miller
Subject: RE: ?s Tomorrow









 









Yup. You have me as a dedicated audience.









 









 









Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone









 









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









From: Kate Aufhauser 









Date:03/11/2015 9:09 PM (GMT-08:00) 









To: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" 









Cc: Clarke Miller 









Subject: ?s Tomorrow 









 









Catherine – 









 









I have a few quick questions about the BC/SD packages. Can we huddle for 5 min during a break in tomorrow’s meetings? I’m copying Clarke so he can remind us both J 









 









Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst









510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)









kaufhauser@warriors.com









Golden State Warriors









website | tickets | app | social | find us









SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: wyckowilliam@comcast.net; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW Meetings
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:39:04 AM


Meetings/schedule:
 
5/19       All-Day work session at ESA to review comments on all sections except
Transportation, Alternatives, and Variant (at ESA)
5/21       All-Day work session at ESA to review comments on Transportation (at Gibson
Dunn 555 Mission St suite 3000)
5/22       All-Day work session at ESA to review comments on Transportation (at ESA)
5/26       Comments due on Alternatives and Variant (by noon)
5/27       All-Day work session at ESA to review comments on Alternatives and Variant
5/28       All-Day work session at ESA to review comments on Alternatives and Variant
5/29       All-Day work session at ESA to review Printcheck
6/3         DSEIR Publication
 
Luba is currently working on the Piers 30/32 Alternative, but nothing new.
 


From: wyckowilliam@comcast.net [mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 10:26 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: GSW Meetings
 
Chris & Brett,
 
I expect to submit my review comments later today; generally the document is in
good shape.
 
No one has followed-up with me about the Pier 30-32 alternative work, so I have no
idea what (if anything) has been done.
 
While I was gone over the weekend and earlier this week, my wife briefly saw on her
cell phone an outline of meetings over the next two weeks but I have not been able to
find that since our return. Please let me know about upcoming meetings and any
other developments.
 
Bill Wycko



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER

mailto:wyckowilliam@comcast.net

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org






From: Chris Stiles
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Whit Manley
Subject: RE: MB Arena Project
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 3:06:56 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Construction Emissions Minimization (All Comments) (00300005xB0A85).docx


Jessica,
 
Attached is a revised version of the mitigation measure.  We added text to address your comment
regarding the term “commercially available.”
 
Please let me know as soon as possible if you have any additional comments.    ESA has asked us to
provide the final language by the end of today. 
 
Thanks,
 
Chris
 
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


  


R E M Y | M O O S E | M A N L E Y LLP  
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 800 | Sacramento, CA 95814
P (916) 443-2745 x 212 | F (916) 443-9017 
cstiles@rmmenvirolaw.com | www.rmmenvirolaw.com


 


 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the use of
the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from
disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you received this e-mail message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this message or by telephone.  Thank you.
 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 
 
 


From: Range, Jessica (CPC) [mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 11:04 AM



mailto:CStiles@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:cstiles@rmmenvirolaw.com

http://www.rmmenvirolaw.com/






















[bookmark: MAQ2]Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization


A.	Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.	All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:


a)	Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.; Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)	All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then 


c)	Exceptions:


i.	Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If OCII grants this exception, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with A(1)(b). 


ii.	Exceptions to A(1)(b) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that a particular piece of off-road equipment with a Tier 4 engine is: (1) technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, or (3) there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that do not have Tier 4 engines. If OCII grants this exception, the project sponsor must comply with the requirements of A(1)(c)(iii). 


iii.	If OCII grants an exception as detailed above, the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.


			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm ] 






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.











i.	For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the availability of Tier 4 equipment taking into consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing of construction; (ii) geographic proximity to the Project site of equipment; and (iii) geographic proximity of access to off haul deposit sites.


ii.	The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with this requirement.


2.	The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.


3.	The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 


4.	The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.	The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.	Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


	Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


C.	Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 


















To: Whit Manley
Cc: Chris Stiles; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: MB Arena Project
 
See my edits attached.  Feel free to call me if you have questions.
 
 
 
Jessica Range
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning
 
****Please note, I will be on leave beginning June 9th returning November 2nd. ****
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


               
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


From: Whit Manley [mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2015 9:39 AM
To: Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Chris Stiles
Subject: Fwd: MB Arena Project
 


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Chris Stiles <CStiles@rmmenvirolaw.com>
Date: May 21, 2015 at 9:33:28 AM PDT
To: "jessica.range@sfgov.com" <jessica.range@sfgov.com>
Cc: Whit Manley <WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com>
Subject: MB Arena Project


Jessica,
 
Attached is the Air Quality mitigation measure.  Forwarded per Whit Manley. 
 



mailto:Jessica.Range@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning

http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning

https://twitter.com/sfplanning

http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning

http://signup.sfplanning.org/

mailto:pic@sfgov.org

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:CStiles@rmmenvirolaw.com

mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.com

mailto:jessica.range@sfgov.com

mailto:WManley@rmmenvirolaw.com





Thanks,
 
Chris
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


 








From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Draft Agenda/To Do List for GSW
Date: Monday, May 25, 2015 12:19:00 PM
Attachments: Agenda Draft.docx


Here is the agenda format/list of “to-dos” for the GSW.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 



mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:sally.oerth@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/



Agenda


TBD


OCII Internal GSW/Mission Bay Check In Meeting


[bookmark: _GoBack]





1. Schematic Design





2. EIR





3. UCSF





4. Events Management





5. Enforcement Mechanism/Conditions of Approval  – still gathering list


a. Park/sidewalk maintenance, AQ credits, TMP, event management tools





6. Fiscal Study





7. Budget - Don to collect all the invoices to date and package





8. TMP





9. Construction Phasing





10. Subdivision Map





11. Design for Development Update





12. Signage Master Plan Update





13. Park P22





14. Entertainment Commission





15. Program in Diversity Process





16. Secondary Use Findings





17. Land Transfer Documents at Time of Sales





18. Bayview CAC Presentation - Late spring/early summer event 


S:\PROJECT IMPLEMENT\Mission Bay\MB South Major Phases\29-32 Major Phase\Warriors\OCII Weekly Meetings\Agenda Draft.docx










From: Kate Aufhauser
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Mallory Shure; Emily Woods; Clarke Miller
Subject: Planning Review of Sec 321 Charts
Date: Sunday, May 17, 2015 12:07:38 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Catherine, is David W. reviewing our Planning Section 321 authorization charts in the BC/SD
packages? Should I reach out to him directly? I haven’t heard any feedback on our books to date
from him.
 
Thanks.
 
Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
kaufhauser@warriors.com


website | tickets | app | social | find us


SBJ's 2014 Sports Team of the Year
 
 



mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:shure@pfaulong.com

mailto:woods@pfaulong.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/

http://www.nba.com/warriors/tickets

http://www.nba.com/warriors/app

http://www.nba.com/warriors/connect

http://www.nba.com/warriors/contact

http://www.nba.com/warriors/news/sbj-award-05212014








From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: ADSEIR2-MTA
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 8:30:54 AM
Attachments: image001.png


 
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 5:24 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: ADSEIR2-MTA
 
Chris and Paul, I copied you both with the 2 word documents that include revisions and comments
from MTA.  Again, I hope the second version of the document with Peter’s comments is more
helpful. 
 
Luba, I’m copying you here to let you know where things stand.  In addition to the direct revisions, I
wanted to simply share a few direct comments I received in emails, and also show where I have
outstanding comments/review. 
 
NAME PAGE WHAT RESPONSE
Annette
Williams


5.2-54 ·   Review language for footnote
#20


·   No response necessary


Peter 5.2-136,
154


·   Review language Note about
sponsor participation in TCC


 
·   Is the TCC the committee


who would coordinate with
Caltrain or other service
providers to increase service?
  I think so, but want to
confirm..
 


·   It might indeed be
appropriate to cite the
 Warriors as new members
of the BMBTCC.  As written,
I suggested in my comments
that this notice requirements
should include master
scheduling, even if GSW
don’t join BMBTCC.


 
·    In the sense that the


BMBTCC helps facilitate
master coordination with
regional providers and the
major venues, yes – but the
major venues themselves
should own the actual
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scheduling efforts with
Caltrain and report back to
the BMBTCC. 
 


Transit 5.2-86-100 ·   Quick review to see that
methodology looks good to
you


·   Yet to receive response


Transit 5.2-149,
151


·   Pls Review ·   Yet to receive response


Transit 5.2-174 ·   Emergency vehicles are
allowed to use bus-only
lanes.  What about lightrail
ROW?


·   Per my discussion earlier
this week with Tom and
Ricardo, emergency vehicles
are only allowed in the right-
of-way if their sirens are on.
Any deviation from this
needs to be reviewed at the
Director level. (Julie K)
 


Parking 5.2-54,
135, 136


·   Please review to confirm you
are comfortable with language


·   Received in document


Parking 5.2-259 ·   Ok with discussion of RPP? ·   Received in document
 


Hank, TDM 5.2-71-76 ·   Review to confirm you are
comfortable with contents and
language.  (May want to refer
to TMP for most recent TDM
measures in that document)


·   Yet to receive response


 
 


Erin Miller Blankinship
Urban Planning Initiatives, Development & Transportation Integration
Sustainable Streets
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
(415) 701-5490 o
(415) 971-7429 m
 
www.sfmta.com  
 


  
 
Find us on: Facebook Twitter YouTube
 



http://www.sfmta.com/

https://www.facebook.com/SFMTA.Muni

https://twitter.com/sfmta_muni

http://www.youtube.com/user/SFMTAMuniTaxiStreets






From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Fwd: FW: Warriors - SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station
Date: Thursday, May 21, 2015 7:49:00 PM
Attachments: SFPUC MBSPS Memo 2015-05-14 vFinal.pdf


Clarke and Kate,
Attached is the other memo from the SFPUC.
Joyce


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


-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:FW: Warriors - SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station


Date:Fri, 15 May 2015 18:41:34 +0000
From:Kern, Chris (CPC) <chris.kern@sfgov.org>


To:Mary Lucas McDonald (mary@orionenvironment.com)
<mary@orionenvironment.com>, Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com) <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Paul
Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com) <PMitchell@esassoc.com>


 
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Freeman, Craig [mailto:CFreeman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 11:33 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Eickman, Kent (CWP); Webster, Leslie (CWP); Torrey, Irina (PUC)
Subject: Warriors - SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station
 
Chris,
 
The attached memorandum from Kent Eickman, Technical Services Manager, WWE CSD, is in
response to OCII’s request for current information on MBSPS.  I’ll give you a call shortly in case you
have questions.
 
Separately, under Irina’s signature, I’ll transmit a small number of recommended minor text updates
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Wastewater Enterprise, Collection System Division
3801 Third Street, Suite 600



San Francisco, CA
T 415.695.7310
F 415.695.7388



DATE:  2015



TO: Chris Kern
Senior Planner, San Francisco Planning Department



FROM: Kent Eickman
Technical Services Manager



SUBJECT: Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station



San Francisco
Water Power Sewer
Services of the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission



This memorandum provides summary information on hydraulic studies for
Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station (MBSPS), including information from the
San Francisco Department of Public Work's (SFDPW) initial hydraulic
assessment completed in



Background
MBSPS was constructed within Block  of the Mission Bay Development
area in  and accepted by the City in  This pump station receives only
wastewater (dry-weather) flows from within the Mission Bay South area and is
equipped with four submersible pumps. The pump station has a designed
capability of pumping 6.0 mgd.



Under current conditions, existing wastewater flows are within the capacity of
the Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station. University of California, San Francisco
(UCSF) has indicated to the SFPUC that under full build out of its recently
approved Long Range Development Plan (LRDP), UCSF flows to this pump



6.7 mgd. To address this, the LRDP recommends replacing the existing pumps
to increase the capacity to 7.34 mgd to accommodate additional future flows
from the UCSF Mission Bay Campus. However, this recommendation has not
been approved by the SFPUC and the selected modifications would be need to
designed and implemented.



Monitoring and Additional Analysis
In accordance with Mitigation Measure  of UCSF's LRDP
Environmental Impact Report, UCSF will monitor sanitary sewer flows to the
Mission Bay Sanitary Pump Station in combination with on-going monitoring
conducted by the SFPUC to determine when improvements to the pump station
are required. SFPUC performed an investigation of the existing capacity of
the pump station in May  The results of this investigation are that the
inflow to the pump station is within the original estimates.



Depending on the results of these studies, combined with more detailed
information on development timelines within the Mission Bay south area,



 to MBSPS may be required to accommodate full build out of the
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Mission Bay campus. These improvements could include actions such as
replacing existing pumps with larger pumps; installing additional pumps;
enlarging the pump station wet well and installing associated controls; and
modifying or realigning the force main. Because existing flows are within the
capacity of the Mission Bay Pump Station, the need for improvements is not
immediate, but monitoring to be implemented by UCSF and the SFPUC will be
used to determine the appropriate timing for the necessary improvements.



References



University of California, San Francisco  Long Range Development Plan
Environmental Impact Report. August  State Clearinghouse
Number 2013092047.












for Section 5.9.   
 
Regards,
Craig
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 12, 2015 1:58 PM
To: Freeman, Craig
Cc: Van de Water, Adam
Subject: RE: SFPUC memo re Mission Bay Sanitary
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Range, Jessica (CPC)
Cc: Kate Aufhauser; Clarke Miller; Mary G. Murphy (mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com); Paul Mitchell
Subject: GSW GHG checklist
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 9:42:52 AM
Attachments: GSW_GHG_Checklist_052215_Final.doc


Hi Brett, Chris, and Jessica,
Attached please find the final GHG checklist for the Warriors project.


Please let me know today if you have any questions.


Thank you,
Joyce
-- 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Compliance Checklist Table for
Greenhouse Gas Analysis:


Table 1.  Private Development Projects


A.   GENERAL PROJECT INFORMATION:



Date:
May 22, 2015




Project Name: Event Center and Mixed‐Use Development at Mission Bay Blocks 29‐32


Case Number, Planning Department: 2014.1441E


Case Number, Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure: ER 2014‐919‐97


Project Address and Block/Lot: Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan Blocks 29‐32;




Assessor’s Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008


Standard to be Met (Select one)
: LEED® Gold 


Compliance Checklist Prepared By:  Orion Environmental Associates 


Date:  May 22, 2015


Brief Project Description: GSW Arena LLC, an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC that owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to construct a multi‐purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses on an approximately 11‐acre site on Blocks 29‐32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan area of San Francisco. The rectangular-shaped project site is bounded by South Street on the north, Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, and the future planned realigned Terry A. François Boulevard on the east. The proposed event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season and would provide a year‐round venue for a range of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences, and conventions. The mixed-use development would support office and retail uses, open space, and structured parking.


B.   COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST TABLE:


Table 1. Regulations Applicable to Private Development Projects



			Regulation


			Requirements


			Project Consistency


			Remarks





			Transportation Sector





			Commuter Benefits Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Section 427)


			All employers of 20 or more employees nationwide must provide at least one of the following benefit programs:



(1) A Pre-Tax Election consistent with 26 U.S.C. § 132(f), allowing employees to elect to exclude from taxable wages and compensation, employee commuting costs incurred for transit passes or vanpool charges, or 



(2) Employer Paid Benefit whereby the employer supplies a transit or vanpool subsidy for each Covered Employee. The subsidy must be at least equal in value to the current cost of the Muni Fast Pass including BART travel, or 



(3) Employer Provided Transportation furnished by the employer at no cost to the employee in a vanpool or bus, or similar multi-passenger vehicle operated by or for the employer. 


			  Yes


☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with the Commuter Benefits Ordinance because all employers within the event center and mixed use development with 20 or more employees would participate in at least one of the benefit programs as required under this ordinance. 


The Golden State Warriors would have approximately 255 full-time equivalent (FTE) employees. There would be an additional 1,000 day-of-game non-Warriors employees on game days or an additional 675 to 1,000 day-of-event employees during other events. Retail and office uses are estimated to generate an additional 2,479 FTE non-Warriors employees, and individual employers with 20 or more employees would be required to comply with this ordinance.





			Emergency Ride Home Program


			All San Francisco companies are eligible to register for the Emergency Ride Home program. Employers must register annually. Once registered, all San Francisco employees of the company are eligible to request reimbursement.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would comply with the Emergency Ride Home Program because the project sponsor would enroll in the program either provide the City-prepared flier or program brochure describing the program, or disseminate comparable information through other generally accepted methods of communication, to all employees. The project sponsor would also encourage tenants to enroll and would provide the same information to all tenants.





			Transportation Management Programs (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 163)


			Requires new buildings or additions over a specified size (buildings >25,000 sf or 100,000 sf depending on the use and zoning district) within certain zoning districts (including downtown and mixed-use districts in the City’s eastern neighborhoods and south of market) to implement a Transportation Management Program and provide on-site transportation management brokerage services for the life of the building. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor would prepare and implement a Transportation Management Plan to manage on- and off-site access for all anticipated travel modes. As part of the plan, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency would also prepare a Transit Service Plan to provide for Muni transit services and facilities to accommodate transit demand generated by the proposed project. In addition, the project would comply with the Mission Bay Transportation Management Plan requirements.





			Transit Impact Development Fee (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 411)


			Establishes fees for all commercial developments. Fees are paid to DBI and provided to SFMTA to improve local transit services. 





			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project sponsor will pay the fees in accordance with the Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan requirements.





			Jobs-Housing Linkage Program (San Francisco Planning Code Section 413)


			The Jobs-Housing Program found that new large scale developments attract new employees to the City who require housing. The program is designed to provide housing for those new uses within San Francisco, thereby allowing employees to live close to their place of employment. 


The program requires a developer to pay a fee or contribute land suitable for housing to a housing developer or pay an in-lieu fee.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project is located within and is consistent with the overall approved Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. This Plan has identified land uses on a block-by-block basis that provides housing in proximity to commercial/industrial uses, which is consistent with the intent of this program. The Plan includes 6,400 housing units, of which over 29 percent will be affordable housing at full buildout. With respect to this specific project, residential uses are designated less than ⅟4 -mile north of the project site. 





			Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 4, Section 402)


			The San Francisco Tenant Bicycle Parking in Existing Commercial Buildings Ordinance requires commercial property owners to:



(A) Allow tenants to bring their bicycles to their leased space, or



(B) Provide secure bicycle parking on-site, or



(C) Provide off-site bike parking access for tenants


			☐    Yes


☐    No


  Not Applicable


			This regulation does not apply because no existing buildings would be used or modified under the proposed project. The project consists only of construction of new buildings. 





			Bicycle Parking, Showers, and Lockers in New and Expanded Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.1-155.4)


			Requires bicycle facilities for new and expanded buildings, new dwelling units, change of occupancy, increase of use intensity, and added parking capacity/area. Refer to Section 155.2 and 155.3 for requirements by use. 


Non-residential projects that add 10 or more parking spaces: meet Planning Code section 155 or CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 (provide short and long-term (secure) bicycle parking for at least 5% of motorized vehicle capacity), whichever is stricter.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development would provide for a total of 586 bicycle parking spaces, including 111 Class 1 spaces within the office/retail buildings, 300 Class 2 spaces (which would be valet staffed on event days to make them Class 1 spaces), 100 Class 1 spaces in a temporary corral (as needed), and 75 Class 2 spaces for the office/retail buildings. In addition, the event center and the office/retail buildings would include showers and locker facilities. 



Based on the project's design of 950 on-site vehicle parking spaces, the CALGreen requirement calls for 5% of new off-street parking, or 48 bicycle spaces. Similarly, Planning Code Section 155 requires 1 bicycle space for every 20 new vehicle parking space or 48 bicycles spaces. The project would exceed these requirements.





			Bicycle parking in non-accessory parking garages (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			No Class 1 spaces required. One Class 2 space for every 20 auto spaces, except in no case less than six Class 2 spaces. Where parking capacity is increased by 10 or more spaces, CalGreen Building Code Section 5.106.4 applies. 






			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes 586 bicycle parking spaces (including 375 Class 2 spaces) compared to 950 vehicle parking spaces, exceeding these requirements.





			Bicycle parking in Residential Buildings (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 155.2)


			(A) For projects up to 50 dwelling units, one Class 1 space for every 2 dwelling units.



(B) For projects over 50 dwelling units, 25 Class 1 spaces plus one Class 1 space for every 4 dwelling units over 50.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Fuel Efficient Vehicle and Carpool Parking (San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.10 and CalGreen Section 5.106.5) 


			Requires New Large Commercial projects, New High-rise Residential projects and Commercial Interior projects to provide designated parking for low-emitting, fuel efficient, and carpool/van pool vehicles.  For projects with a parking capacity of more than 200 spaces, mark 8% of parking stalls for such vehicles.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐   Not Applicable






			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project design for the event center and mixed use development includes a total of 21 fuel efficient vehicle (FEV) parking spaces, 30 spaces with vehicle charging stations (VCS), and 51 spaces for carpool vehicles. In the event that installation of 30 VCS parking spaces is not commercially reasonable, the project would provide 51 FEV and 51 carpool spaces. This represents 10.6% percent of the 950 total parking. exceeding the 8% requirement.





			Car Sharing Requirements (San Francisco Planning Code, Section 166)


			New residential projects or renovation of buildings being converted to residential uses within most of the City’s mixed-use and transit-oriented residential districts are required to provide car share parking spaces.





			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			


			


			


			





			Energy Efficiency Sector





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Energy Efficiency (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.201.1,  5.201.1.1)


			· Demonstrate compliance with California Energy Code (Title 24 Part 6 Energy Standards (2013)).






			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with the energy efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code and California Energy Code. The proposed development would be designed to LEED® Gold standards and would incorporate a variety of energy conservation and efficiency design features, such as high efficiency mechanical systems and lighting design, in order to comply with code requirements.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (LEED EA3, San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.4, CalGreen 5.410.2 and 5.410.4)






			· New non-residential buildings and alterations to non-residential buildings must conduct design and construction commissioning to verify energy and water using components meet the owner’s or owner representative’s project requirements. Commissioning requirements apply to all building operating systems covered by Title 24 Part 6, as well as process equipment and controls, and renewable energy systems.  



· New non-residential projects ≥25,000 sq ft: complete Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.)



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations <25,000 square feet and ≥10,000 square feet: commission all energy systems (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410) 



· Non-residential new buildings and alterations less than 10,000 square feet, must complete testing and adjusting of energy systems. (CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.4)



· New residential high rise, new commercial interior, and Major Alterations to Residential buildings must each commission building energy systems, meeting the LEED prerequisite EAp1.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because the project would have a commissioning team performing the commissioning requirements per the Enhanced Commissioning of Building Energy Systems (meeting LEED EAc3 – San Francisco Green Building Code Section 5.103.1.4 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410).





			San Francisco Stormwater Management Ordinance (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 147)






			All projects disturbing more than 5,000 square feet of ground surface must manage stormwater on-site using low impact design. Comply with the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the post-construction requirements of the Stormwater Management Ordinance, including the Stormwater Design Guidelines, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Stormwater management features of the project include typical low impact development (LID) practices, such as filtration basins, rain gardens, and extensive green roofs, as well as unique and innovative systems, such as a filtration ring installed on the arena itself.  4% of the hardscape and impermeable surfaces of the site, including typical roofs, would be treated in SFPUC regulation filtration basins.  In addition, approximately 50,000 square feet (sf) of self-treating green roofs are included.





			San Francisco Green Building Requirements for water use reduction (San Francisco Green Building Code 4.103.2.2 and 5.103.1.2; and CalGreen 4.303.1 and 5.303.2)


			All new buildings must comply with current California water fixture and fitting efficiency requirements. All fixtures and fittings within areas of alteration, or serving areas of alteration, must be upgraded to current California and San Francisco fixture and fitting water efficiency requirements. (For local requirements applicable to alterations, see Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance and Residential Water Conservation Ordinance below.) Additionally:  



· New large commercial and high-rise residential projects: incorporate fixtures and fittings cutting water consumption by a total of 30% (LEED WEc3)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would comply with the water efficiency requirements of the San Francisco Green Building Code as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water fixture and fittings would reduce water consumption by a minimum of 35%. The project would utilize auto-sensor restroom lavatories, pint flush (0.125 gallons per flush [gpf]) urinals, 1.28 gpf water closets, 1.5 gpm break room sinks, and 1.5 gpm showerheads.





			Commercial Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 13A)


			Requires all alterations to existing commercial properties to achieve the following:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.


2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project consists of new construction of commercial properties and does not include the improvement of any existing commercial properties.





			Residential Water Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12A)


			Requires all residential properties (existing and new), prior to sale, to upgrade to the following minimum standards:



1. If  showerheads have a maximum flow > 2.5 gallons per minute (gpm), replace with ≤2.0 gpm.



2. All showers have no more than one showerhead per valve.



3. If faucets and faucet aerators have a maximum flow rate > 2.2 gpm, replace with unit meeting current code: 



· Non-residential lavatory: ≤0,4 gpm



· Residential lavatory: ≤1.5 gpm



· Kitchen faucet: ≤0.8 gpm



· Metering faucet: ≤0.2 gal/cycle


4. If toilets have a maximum rated water consumption >1.6 gallons per flush (gpf), replace with ≤1.28 gpf toilet.



5. If urinals have a maximum flow rate >1.0 gpf, replace with ≤0.5 gpf unit.



6. Repair all water leaks. 


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued. 


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project does not include any residential uses.





			San Francisco Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 63)






			Projects that include 1,000 square feet (sf) or more of new or modified landscape are subject to this ordinance, which requires that landscape projects be installed, constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with rules adopted by the SFPUC that establish a water budget for outdoor water consumption.



Tier 1:  1,000 sf <= project landscape < 2,500 sf



Tier 2: Project landscape area is greater than or equal to 2,500 sf. Note: Tier 2 compliance requires the services of landscape professionals.



See the SFPUC Web site for information regarding exemptions to this requirement.  www.sfwater.org/landscape


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project would comply with San Francisco’s Water Efficient Irrigation Ordinance as a condition of obtaining a building permit. Proposed water efficiency features for landscaped areas include low-water use planting selections, including extensive use of sedum and allium-based green roof materials, as well as soil mix design for a high available water holding capacity.





			Residential Energy Conservation Ordinance (San Francisco Housing Code, Chapter 12)


			Prior to transfer of title as a result of sale (including condominiums), residential properties that received a building permit prior to July 1978 the seller must provide the buyer a certificate of compliance, and the certificate must be recorded with the San Francisco Recorder’s Office. To comply, install the following measures as applicable: 



· attic insulation; weather-stripping all doors leading from heated to unheated areas; insulating hot water heaters and insulating hot water pipes; installing low-flow showerheads; caulking and sealing any openings or cracks in the building’s exterior; and insulating accessible heating and cooling ducts.. Apartment buildings and hotels are also required to insulate steam and hot water pipes and tanks, clean and tune their boilers, repair boiler leaks, and install a time-clock on the burner. 



· Maximum required expenditure: $1300 for 1-2 unit dwellings, and for buildings with 3 or more units, 1% of the assessed value or purchase price as applicable.


Although these requirements apply to existing buildings, compliance must be completed through the Department of Building Inspection, for which a discretionary permit (subject to CEQA) would be issued.


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable 


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			San Francisco Existing Commercial Buildings Energy Performance Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 20)


			Owners of nonresidential buildings in San Francisco with ≥10,000 square feet that are heated or cooled must conduct energy efficiency audits, as well as to annually measure and disclose energy performance.  Certain exceptions apply for new construction or if specified performance criteria are met.





			☐     Yes



☐    No


   Not Applicable 





			This requirement does not apply to the project because the project includes only new construction and no existing commercial buildings would be retained onsite. 





			Renewable Energy 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Renewable Energy (San Francisco Green Building Code 5.103.1.5)


			New commercial buildings of  ≥25,000 square feet must either generate 1% of energy on-site with renewables (EAc2), or purchase renewable energy credits equal to 35% of total electricity use for at least 2 years (LEED EAc6), or achieve at least a 10% compliance margin beyond Title 24 2013. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this regulation because it would purchase Renewable Energy Certificates (RECs) equal to 70% of total electricity use for at least 2 years for those buildings ≥ 25,000 square feet.





			Waste Reduction Sector





			Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 19 and CalGreen 5.410.1)


			All persons in San Francisco are required to separate their refuse into recyclables, compostables and trash, and place each type of refuse in a separate container designated for disposal of that type of refuse.  (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19)



All new construction, renovation and alterations must provide for the storage, collection, and loading of recyclables, compost and solid waste in a manner that is convenient for all users of the building. (San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 19 and CalGreen Building Code Section 5.410.1)


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants would implement the requirements of San Francisco’s Mandatory Recycling and Composting Ordinance and CalGreen Building Code for recycling. The project design would include the following features: Paper, glass, corrugated cardboard, plastic, and metals would be collected on site for recycling.  Recycling bins and composting containers would be conveniently located throughout the buildings.  They would then be collected and stored near the loading dock for hauling from the site.





			San Francisco Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance (San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 14, San Francisco Building Code Chapter 13B, and San Francisco Health Code Section 288)


			Applies to all projects: No construction and demolition material may be taken to landfill or placed in the garbage. All (100% of) mixed debris must be transported by a registered hauler to a registered facility to be processed for recycling. Source separated material must be taken to a facility that recycles or reuses those materials.  



Additionally, projects that include full demolition of an existing structure must submit a waste diversion plan to the Director of the Department Environment and the plan must provide for a minimum of 65% diversion from landfill of construction and demolition debris, including materials source separated for reuse or recycling.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s requirements for recycling of construction debris. 



 





			San Francisco Green Building Code: Construction and demolition debris recycling  (5.103.1.3 and 4.103.2.3)


			In addition to complying with Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance, new commercial buildings of ≥25,000 square feet and new residential buildings of 4 or more occupied floors must develop a plan to divert a minimum of 75% of construction and demolition debris from landfill, and meet LEED Materials & Resources Credit 2. 


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable 


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because as part of the construction specifications, the project sponsor would require its contractors to comply with and implement San Francisco’s mandatory requirements for diverting at least 75% of all wastes from landfills.





			Environment/Conservation Sector





			Street Tree Planting Requirements for New Construction (San Francisco Planning Code Section 138.1)


			Planning Code Section 138.1 requires new construction, significant alterations or relocation of buildings within many of San Francisco’s zoning districts to plant one 24-inch box tree for every 20 feet along the property street frontage.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with these requirements because the project's landscaping design incorporates the requirements of the South Plan Area Streetscape Master. The project would include planting of 79 street trees along Third Street, 16th Street, and future alignment of Terry A. François Boulevard, approximately every 25 feet where possible. 





			Light Pollution Reduction (CalGreen 5.106.8)


			For nonresidential projects, comply with lighting power requirements in CA Energy Code, CCR Part 6. Meet California Energy Code minimum for Lighting Zones 1-4 with Backlight/Uplight/Glare ratings meeting CalGreen Building Code Table 5.106.8.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement project because the project design complies with and implements the light pollution reduction requirements of the CalGreen Building Standards Code, which would be a condition of obtaining a building permit. Light pollution reduction features of the project design include exterior lighting fixture selections that will have minimum Backlight, Uplight, and Glare (BUG) ratings as allowed by required illuminance levels.





			Construction Site Runoff Control (Public Works Code Article 4.2, Section 146)


			San Francisco’s Construction Site Runoff Control requirements apply to any project disturbing ≥5,000 square feet of ground surface. Covered projects must obtain a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit. Applicants must submit and receive approval of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan prior to commencing any construction-related activities. The plan must be site-specific, and provide details of the use, location, and emplacement of the sediment and erosion control devices at the project site. For projects that involve disturbance of more than one acre of land and are located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system, applicants may submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that complies with the State of California's General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity in lieu of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. 



All construction sites, regardless of size, must implement BMPs to prevent illicit discharge into the sewer system. For more information on San Francisco’s requirements, see www.sfwater.org.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because as part of the construction specifications, the contractors would be required to obtain and comply with the General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit. The project is located in an area served by a separate storm sewer system and as such, the project sponsor or its contractors would prepare and  submit a site-specific SWPPP for all construction activities. During construction, the contractors would implement best management practices (BMPs) and comply with the conditions of the approved SWPPP.





			Enhanced Refrigerant Management (CalGreen 5.508.1.2, and 5.508.2)


			Commercial buildings must not install equipment that contains chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) or halons. Applies to new construction and all alterations.



New commercial refrigeration systems containing refrigerants with Global Warming Potential (GWP) of 150 or greater, installed in food stores with 8,000 square feet or more of refrigerated display cases, walk-in coolers or freezers connected to remote compressor units or condensing units: Piping shall meet all requirements of 5.508.2 (all sections), and shall undergo pressure testing during installation prior to evacuation and charging. System shall stand unaltered for 24 hours with no more than a one pound pressure change from 300 psig.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor and its tenants (including the proposed food hall) would implement and comply with the CalGreen Building Code requirements for enhanced refrigerant management.








			Finish Material Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 5.504.4 – all sections.)


			These requirements apply to nonresidential projects:



Adhesives, sealants, and caulks - Comply with VOC limits in SCAQMD Rule 1168 VOC limits and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol adhesives.



Paints and coatings - Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints.



Carpet - All carpet must meet one of the following:



1. Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label Plus Program,



2. California Department of Public Health Standard Practice for the testing of VOCs (Specification 01350),



3. NSF/ANSI 140 at the Gold level,



4. Scientific Certifications Systems Sustainable Choice, OR



5. California Collaborative for High Performance Schools EQ 2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database 



and carpet cushion must meet Carpet and Rug Institute Green Label, and indoor carpet adhesive & carpet pad adhesive must not exceed 50 g/L VOC content.



Composite wood - Meet CARB Air Toxics Control Measure for Composite Wood, including meeting the emission limits in CalGreen Building Code Table 5.504.4.5. 



Resilient flooring systems - For 80% of floor area receiving resilient flooring, install resilient flooring complying with:



1. Certified under the Resilient Floor Covering Institute (RFCI) FloorScore program,



2. Compliant with the VOC-emission limits and testing requirements of California Department of Public Health 2010 Standard Method for the Testing and Evaluation Chambers v.1.1,


3. Compliant with the Collaborative for High Performance Schools (CHPS) EQ2.2 and listed in the CHPS High Performance Product Database, OR



4. Certified under the Greenguard Children & Schools Program to comply with California Department of Public Health criteria.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would comply with these requirements because the project sponsor and its tenants would require that contractors implement and comply with the Finish Material Pollutant Control Requirements of the CalGreen Building Code, which would be a condition for obtaining a building permit. 





			Pollutant Control: Low-emitting Adhesives, Sealants, Caulks, Paints, Coatings, Composite wood, and Flooring (CalGreen 4.504  all sections.)


			These requirements apply to residential projects:



Interior paints and coatings: Comply with VOC limits in the Air Resources Board Architectural Coatings Suggested Control Measure and California Code of Regulations Title 17 for aerosol paints. See CalGreen Table 4.504.3 for details.


Aerosol paints and coatings –- Meet BAAQMD VOC limits (Regulation 8, Rule 49) and Product-Weighted MIR Limits for Reactive Organic Compound. (CCR Title 17, Section 94520)



Caulks, Construction adhesives, and Sealants – Meet SCAQMD Rule 1168. See CalGreen Tables 4.504.1 and 4.504.2.


Composite Wood – Meet California Air Resources Board Airborne Toxic Control Measure formaldehyde limits for composite wood. See CalGreen Building Code Table 4.504.5


			☐    Yes



☐    No


  Not Applicable


			The project does not include any residential uses, so this regulation does not apply.





			Wood Burning Fireplace Ordinance (San Francisco Building Code 3111.3; CalGreen 4.503.1 and 5.503.1)


			Wood burning fire places must be a direct-vent or sealed combustion unit and must be compliant with EPA Phase II limits (except those that are designed for food preparation in new or existing restaurants or bakeries). The combustion unit must be at least one of the following:



· Pellet-fueled wood heater



· EPA approved wood heater



· Wood heater approved by the Northern Sonoma Air Pollution Control District


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because if the project were to include wood burning fireplaces, the project design would implement and comply with the San Francisco Building Code and CalGreen Building Code requirements for use of wood burning fireplaces.





			Regulation of Diesel Backup Generators (San Francisco Health Code, Article 30)


			Requires (among other things):



· All diesel generators to be registered with the Department of Public Health


· All new diesel generators must be equipped with the best available control technologies as determined by the California Air Resources Board or the Bay Area Air Quality Management District.


			  Yes



☐    No


☐    Not Applicable


			The project would be consistent with this requirement because the project sponsor would implement and comply with, and would require its tenants to implement and comply with, the requirements of Article 30 of the San Francisco Health Code addressing the use of diesel back up generators. 








� Refers to the standard to be met per the San Francisco Green Building Code. See � HYPERLINK "http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins" �http://sfdbi.org/administrative-bulletins� for latest “AB-093” to determine which standard your project is required to meet, if applicable.
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From: Freeman, Craig
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena - AD1 SEIR - Section 5.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 1:45:36 PM


Chris,
 
I was queueing off the date below, 5/15, aka tomorrow.
 
So far I have:


·        A couple non-CEQA comments to route through you to the sponsor (e.g., CDD will be ready
to discuss water supply plumbing, etc….)


·        A couple tiny text changes that you will or won’t take/need (your call).
 
The big ticket is the memo.  I’m updating it now for a WWE staff meeting with Tommy M. at 3:00
this afternoon.  Though I’m not invited, Leslie Webster & Kent Eickman are thinking that Kent will
sign the memo after the meeting (or a tweaked version tomorrow morning).  If so, everything will be
to you tomorrow COB.
 
Does that work?
 
Craig


 
 


From: Kern, Christopher (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 12:12 PM
To: Freeman, Craig
Cc: Torrey, Irina; Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Mary Lucas McDonald
(mary@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: RE: Warriors Arena - AD1 SEIR - Section 5.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality
 
Hi Craig,
The next draft of the ADSEIR (screencheck) is scheduled for review 4/28-5/15. However, it would be
helpful if you could let me know what the specific concern is re the pump station ASAP so we can
address this (as needed) in the screencheck. There will be very little time to make changes on the
screencheck before the May 27 publication date.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Freeman, Craig [mailto:CFreeman@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2015 12:02 PM
To: Kern, Christopher (CPC)



mailto:CFreeman@sfwater.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:CFreeman@sfwater.org





Subject: RE: Warriors Arena - AD1 SEIR - Section 5.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality
 
Chris,
 
Any news in response to my email below?
 
Wastewater has a concern regarding one of the stormwater pump stations.
 
Craig
 


From: Freeman, Craig 
Sent: Thursday, March 12, 2015 2:50 PM
To: Kern, Chris (Chris.Kern@sfgov.org)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett; Torrey, Irina
Subject: Warriors Arena - AD1 SEIR - Section 5.9 - Hydrology and Water Quality
 
Chris,
 
This email is in follow up to SFPUC’s last comment in the transmittal submitted below, which is as
follows (my use of blue font):
 


Section 5.9.5.3 Impact Evaluation, Subsections Impacts HY-6 and C-HY-2
These administrative draft SEIR sections remain largely work in progress. When preparing
the sections, please note SFPUC comments above regarding potential use of interim
measures, such as use of wet weather facilities for dry weather flows, and the potential for
odor problems and combined system discharges, and resultant potential for permit
violations. When the administrative draft analysis is completed, SFPUC requests the
opportunity to review and comment on Section 5.9 – Hydrology and Water Quality.


 
Can you advise if that section is now available for SFPUC review?
 
Thanks
Craig
 


From: Freeman, Craig 
Sent: Friday, February 13, 2015 4:03 PM
To: Kern, Chris (Chris.Kern@sfgov.org)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett; Torrey, Irina
Subject: Warriors Arena - AD1 SEIR Utilities and WQ sections for review - SFPUC inter-office comment
memo
 
Chris,
 
SFPUC comments on the subject ADSEIR sections are attached.
 
Thanks for the opportunity to review and comment.
 
Regards,



mailto:Chris.Kern@sfgov.org

mailto:Chris.Kern@sfgov.org





Craig
 
Craig Freeman
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission


525 Golden Gate Avenue, 6th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
direct (415) 934-5740
main (415) 934-5700
cfreeman@sfwater.org
www.sfwater.org
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Webster, Leslie (CWP)
Cc: Moala, Tommy (CWP); Kelly, Jr, Harlan (PUC); Carlin, Michael (PUC); Flores, Tony (CWP); Harrison, Lewis


(CWP); Dang, Herbert (CWP); Eickman, Kent (CWP); Regler, Lori (CWP); Wong, Manfred; Reilly, Catherine
(ADM); Ed Boscacci (EBOSCACCI@BKF.com); Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Stewart, Luke


Subject: Re: GSW Connection to MB Pump Stations
Date: Friday, May 15, 2015 6:01:25 PM


Thank you, Leslie. We appreciate PUC's consideration and approval of GSW's sewer
connection proposal. We will reach out to Tommy's office to arrange a meeting to
discuss the Mariposa pump station improvements. 


Best regards,
Clarke


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On May 15, 2015, at 2:20 PM, Webster, Leslie <LWebster@sfwater.org> wrote:


Dear Mr. Miller,
Please see attached scanned SFPUC response to the report, “Proposed Sewer
Connection Locations for Golden State Warriors Development Project @ Mission Bay
Blocks 29-32” (BKF Engineers, April 13, 2015) from Mr. Moala. The original is in the
mail.
Best regards,  
Leslie
 
Leslie Webster


525 Golden Gate, 11th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-3459
 


<Letter - C. Miller Strada Investment Group 5-2015.pdf>
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: GSW MM Agreement
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 7:52:37 AM
Attachments: Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures.docx


Not sure if you want to use the new OCII letterhead, but this was what was used for the NOP/IS for
the project.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER
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EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair


Marily Mondejar


Darshan Singh


Miguel Bustos





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


 (Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency)





One South Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94103


415.749.2400








	


Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures		Case No. xxxx.xxxE


		Address





Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measure(s)





Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): ER 2014-919-97
	Planning Department: 2014.1441E


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


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


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Lot Size:	Approximately 11 acres


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC 


	David Kelly - (510) 986-8154
	dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


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


	catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





Mitigation Measures


[bookmark: MM1beg]


[bookmark: _GoBack]The project sponsor has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures and improvement measures: 





Insert MMs and IMs











_______I agree to implement the above mitigation measures and improvement measures as a condition of project approval.











			


			


			





			Property Owner or Legal Agent Signature


			


			Date














Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Subject: GSW MM Agreement
Date: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 7:52:35 AM
Attachments: Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures.docx


Not sure if you want to use the new OCII letterhead, but this was what was used for the NOP/IS for
the project.
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EDWIN M. LEE, Mayor





Mara Rosales, Chair


Marily Mondejar


Darshan Singh


Miguel Bustos





Tiffany Bohee, Executive Director


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


 (Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency)





One South Van Ness Avenue


San Francisco, CA 94103


415.749.2400








	


Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measures		Case No. xxxx.xxxE


		Address





Agreement to Implement Mitigation Measure(s)





Case No.:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII): ER 2014-919-97
	Planning Department: 2014.1441E


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


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


Block/Lot:	Mission Bay Blocks 29-32


Lot Size:	Approximately 11 acres


Project Sponsor:	GSW Arena LLC 


	David Kelly - (510) 986-8154
	dkelly@warriors.com


Lead Agency:	Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


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


	catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





Mitigation Measures


[bookmark: MM1beg]


[bookmark: _GoBack]The project sponsor has agreed to implement the following mitigation measures and improvement measures: 





Insert MMs and IMs











_______I agree to implement the above mitigation measures and improvement measures as a condition of project approval.











			


			


			





			Property Owner or Legal Agent Signature


			


			Date
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Woo, Kimberly; Wong, Diane C.
Cc: Culver, Craig; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: RE: More Dates for Warriors" Construction Cranes Meeting
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 12:57:01 PM


Kimberly and Diane:
 
Unfortunately, ESA is publishing our Draft SEIR the first week in June, and consequently, have no
available time to meet that week.  
 
-Paul
 
 


From: Woo, Kimberly [mailto:Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 8:10 AM
To: Paul Mitchell
Cc: Wong, Diane C.; Culver, Craig
Subject: RE: More Dates for Warriors' Construction Cranes Meeting
Importance: High
 
Paul,
 
Is there any possibility that you and Peter can be available on any of the June dates? The other
attendees are not available on the May dates.
 
Kim
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2015 11:38 AM
To: Woo, Kimberly; Clarke Miller; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; khunt@calstar.org; Ross J.
Fay; Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org; 'Adam Van de Water' (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org); Bollinger,
Brett (CPC); 'Kate Aufhauser' (kaufhauser@warriors.com); dcarlock@warriors.com; Peter Green
Cc: Wong, Diane C.; Culver, Craig
Subject: RE: More Dates for Warriors' Construction Cranes Meeting
 
Kimberly:
 
ESA (Peter Green, available by phone; and I) are only available 5/28 (8:00 to 10:30) or 5/29 (8:00 to
5:00 p.m.) to discuss construction cranes.  Thank you.
 
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Woo, Kimberly [mailto:Kimberly.Woo@ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2015 12:12 PM
To: Clarke Miller; vic.watson@clarkconstruction.com; Paul Mitchell; khunt@calstar.org; Ross J. Fay;
Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org; 'Adam Van de Water' (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org); Bollinger, Brett (CPC);
'Kate Aufhauser' (kaufhauser@warriors.com); dcarlock@warriors.com
Cc: Wong, Diane C.; Culver, Craig
Subject: More Dates for Warriors' Construction Cranes Meeting
Importance: High
 
All:
 
The previous dates I sent for the Warriors’ construction cranes meeting do not work.  Please let me
know if you are available on the following dates/times.  Note: When sending a response, please hit
“Reply All.” 
 
5/28       8-10:30
5/29       8-5
6/1         8-5
6/2         8-5
6/3         1-5
6/4         9-10:30
6/5         8-5
 
Required Attendees:
Kevin Beauchamp
Diane Wong
Clarke Miller      
Vic Watson        
Paul Mitchell     
Jeff Wright         
Kris Hunt             
Ross Fay
 
Optional Attendees:
Catherine Reilly               
Adam Van de Water      
Brett Bollinger                  
Kate Aufhauser               
David Carlock           
 
 
Kimberly Woo
Administrative Assistant
Campus Planning
Phone: 415-476-9255
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From: Chris Stiles
To: joyce@orionenvironment.com
Cc: mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Kern, Chris


(CPC); pmitchell@esassoc.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Whit Manley; jessica.range@sfgov.com
Subject: GSW Mitigation - Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 5:23:06 PM
Attachments: Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Construction Emissions Minimization (Clean) (00300079xB0A85).docx


Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1. Construction Emissions Minimization (Redline) (00300005xB0A85).docx


Joyce,
 
Attached is the revised Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization (both a
clean version and a redline version).  
 
We shared this language with Jessica Range at the City this afternoon, but have not gotten any
further comments.  We did make revisions to address her initial comments, however.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris
 
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


  


R E M Y | M O O S E | M A N L E Y LLP  
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 800 | Sacramento, CA 95814
P (916) 443-2745 x 212 | F (916) 443-9017 
cstiles@rmmenvirolaw.com | www.rmmenvirolaw.com


 


 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended only for the use of
the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from
disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not an intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for
delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or
copying of this communication is strictly prohibited.  If you received this e-mail message in error, please
immediately notify the sender by replying to this message or by telephone.  Thank you.
 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
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[bookmark: MAQ2]Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization


A.	Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


[bookmark: _GoBack]1.	All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:


a)	Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited. Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)	All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.


			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm ] 






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.











i.	For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the availability of Tier 4 equipment taking into consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing of construction; (ii) geographic proximity to the Project site of equipment; and (iii) geographic proximity of access to off haul deposit sites.


ii.	The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with this requirement.


2.	The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.


3.	The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 


4.	The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.	The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.	Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


	Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


C.	Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 

























[bookmark: MAQ2]Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization


A.	Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the project sponsor shall submit a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Plan) to the OCII or its designated representative for review and approval by an Air Quality Specialist. The Plan shall detail project compliance with the following requirements:


1.	All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower (hp) and operating for more than 20 total hours over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:


a)	Where access to alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be prohibited.; Where portable diesel engines are required because alternative sources of power are not available, the diesel engine shall meet the equipment compliance step-down schedule in Table M-AQ-1-1.


b)	All off-road equipment shall have engines that meet either U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) or California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 off-road emission standards.  If engines that comply with Tier 4 off-road emission standards are not commercially available, then 


c)	Exceptions:


i.	Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that an alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site. If OCII grants this exception, the sponsor shall submit documentation of compliance with A(1)(b). 


ii.	Exceptions to A(1)(b) may be granted if the project sponsor has submitted information providing evidence to the satisfaction of the OCII or its designated representative that a particular piece of off-road equipment with a Tier 4 engine is: (1) technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions due to expected operating modes, or (3) there is a compelling emergency need to use off-road equipment that do not have Tier 4 engines. If OCII grants this exception, the project sponsor must comply with the requirements of A(1)(c)(iii). 


iii.	If OCII grants an exception as detailed above, the project sponsor shall provide the next cleanest piece of off-road equipment as provided by the step down schedules in Table M-AQ-1-1.


			TABLE M-AQ-1-1
OFF-ROAD EQUIPMENT COMPLIANCE STEP-DOWN SCHEDULE





			Compliance Alternative


			Engine Emission Standard


			Emissions Control





			1


			Tier 4 Interim


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)[footnoteRef:1] [1: 	http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/verdev/vt/cvt.htm ] 






			2


			Tier 3


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			3


			Tier 2


			ARB NOx VDECS (40%)





			How to use the table: If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the project sponsor would need to meet Compliance Alternative 1. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 would need to be met. Should the project sponsor not be able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then Compliance Alternative 3 would need to be met.











i.	For purposes of this mitigation measure, “commercially available” shall mean the availability of Tier 4 equipment taking into consideration factors such as: (i) critical path timing of construction; (ii) geographic proximity to the Project site of equipment; and (iii) geographic proximity of access to off haul deposit sites.


ii.	The project sponsor shall maintain records concerning its efforts to comply with this requirement.


2.	The project sponsor shall require the idling time for off-road and on-road equipment be limited to no more than two minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, and Chinese) in designated queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the two minute idling limit.


3.	The project sponsor shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment in accordance with manufacturer specifications. 


4.	The Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information may include, but are not limited to: equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, and expected fuel usage and hours of operation. For VDECS installed: technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, ARB verification number level, and installation date and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. The plan shall also include estimates of ROG and NOx emissions. 


5.	The project sponsor shall keep the Plan available for public review on site during working hours. The project sponsor shall post at the perimeter of the project site a legible and visible sign summarizing the requirements of the Plan. The sign shall also state that the public may ask to inspect the Plan at any time during working hours, and shall explain how to request inspection of the Plan. Signs shall be posted on all sides of the construction site that face a public right of way. The project sponsor shall provide copies of Plan to members of the public as requested. 


B.	Reporting. Quarterly reports shall be submitted to the OCII or its designated representative indicating the construction phase and off-road equipment information used during each phase including the information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


	Within six months of the completion of construction activities, the project sponsor shall submit to the OCII or its designated representative a final report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.


C.	Certification Statement and On-site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the project sponsor must certify (1) compliance with the Plan, and (2) all applicable requirements of the Plan have been incorporated into contract specifications. 



















From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: "Paul Mitchell"
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: RE: Need OCII Envelopes for GSW SEIR Noticing
Date: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:10:00 PM


I believe that I saw two large boxes in front with “envelops” on the label, so will see if those are the
new supply and pull you out enough. Will email once they are ready for pick up.
 
Also, could you please let us know if Tiffany will need to sign anything – AB900, EIR, etc. so that we
can be working to get her signature ahead of time (or at least make sure she will be available to
sign).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE
MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 22, 2015 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Cc: Danielle Dowler; Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: Need OCII Envelopes for GSW SEIR Noticing
Importance: High
 
Catherine (and cc:ing Sally as well):
 
We estimate we need 1,200 OCII additional envelopes from you in order to conduct the mailing the
ELDP notice and the NOA of Draft SEIR.
 
Would you please let me know when those will be available? – (we will need by next week); we can
have a courier pick them up from your offices.  Please let me know, and don’t hesitate to contact
me should you have any questions. 
 
Thanks, much.
 
Paul Mitchell
ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800
San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
To: Kristin Kontz; Clarke Miller
Cc: David Manica; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock; Jesse Blout; Leah DiCarlo; Guerra, Claudia (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII Draft Deck
Date: Monday, May 18, 2015 10:14:05 PM


Thanks! Please include Claudia on the email and send to her attention as I will be at
the ceqa meeting.


Catherine 


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: Kristin Kontz <KKontz@warriors.com> 
Date: 05/18/2015 8:41 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (ADM)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>, David Manica
<dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com>, Kate Aufhauser <KAufhauser@warriors.com>,
David Carlock <david.carlock@machetegroup.com>, Jesse Blout
<jblout@stradasf.com>, Leah DiCarlo <ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com> 
Subject: Re: OCII Draft Deck 


I will print out in the morning and will hand deliver. Catherine - I will send you an
email in the morning to confirm timing.


Thanks!
Kristin 


Kristin Kontz
Golden State Warriors
831-234-5491 | kkontz@warriors.com


On May 18, 2015, at 8:35 PM, Clarke Miller <CMiller@stradasf.com> wrote:


I believe Kristin at the Warriors (copied here) will be handling the print-
outs. 


Kristin, please see Catherine's request below for quantity and format of
the print-outs. The link to the final deck is embedded in David Manica's
most recent note below (time stamped 4:40pm today). 


Thanks, everyone. 


Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group


On May 18, 2015, at 6:22 PM, Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
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Thanks, David. Could someone confirm that someone other than me is
planning on printing out the PPTs to bring tomorrow and if they will be
delivered to the office first thing or brought to the Commission meeting at
12.45?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY
OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT
INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 4:40 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; 'David Carlock';
Jesse Blout
Cc: Leah DiCarlo
Subject: RE: OCII Draft Deck
 
Link to the final deck here.  Please use this for printing and other uses. 
Thanks all.
See you soon.
D
 
https://file.ac/bc_Dxq-bM_E/
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (ADM) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, May 18, 2015 5:37 PM
To: David Manica; Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; 'David Carlock'; Jesse
Blout
Cc: Leah DiCarlo
Subject: RE: OCII Draft Deck
 
David – I took a look and it looks great – the only thing would be to add
page numbers.  Please send both a PPT and PDF once you have the final
graphic in place.  If we could please have 25 double sided copies, stapled
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either delivered to the OCII office first thing tomorrow, or have someone
meet me no later than 12.45PM tomorrow at City Hall so that we can get
them in the people’s packets.  I have cc-ed Claudia, since I will be out
tomorrow.  If you are going to courier them to the OCII office first thing
tomorrow, please let her know when to look for them, as I will be out at
the CEQA meeting.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE THAT MY LAST DAY AT OCII WILL BE MAY 29, 2015 – MY
OUTGOING MESSAGE/VOICE MAIL WILL PROVIDE ALTERNATIVE CONTACT
INFORMATION AFTER THAT DATE
 


From: David Manica [mailto:dmanica@manicaarchitecture.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 15, 2015 2:02 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; 'David Carlock';
Jesse Blout
Cc: David Manica; Leah DiCarlo
Subject: OCII Draft Deck
 
Catherine and All,
Link to the updated OCII deck here for your review and use.  The final
comments we discussed are all included.  Uploaded .pdf instead of larger
.ppt file.  Let me know if you prefer the .ppt file.
Looking forward to next week.
 


https://file.ac/zME9HgFNLbE/
 
Have a great weekend-
D
 
 
David L. Manica
AIA, NCARB, LEED AP
 


M A N I C A
a r c h i t e c t u r e


rd
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1915 W 43  Ave  Ste 100
Kansas City, KS    66103
 
T     +1 816 421 8890
M    +1 816 786 9610
Skype   david.manica
manicaarchitecture.com
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Chris Stiles
Cc: mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Kern, Chris


(CPC); pmitchell@esassoc.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Whit Manley; jessica.range@sfgov.com
Subject: Re: GSW Mitigation - Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization
Date: Monday, May 25, 2015 10:58:42 PM


Thank you, Chris.
We will get back to you, Whit, or Mary Murphy if we have any questions.


Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/22/2015 5:22 PM, Chris Stiles wrote:


Joyce,
 
Attached is the revised Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions
Minimization (both a clean version and a redline version).  
 
We shared this language with Jessica Range at the City this afternoon, but have not
gotten any further comments.  We did make revisions to address her initial comments,
however.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris
 
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


  


R E M Y | M O O S E | M A N L E Y LLP  
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 800| Sacramento, CA 95814
P (916) 443-2745 x 212| F (916) 443-9017 
cstiles@rmmenvirolaw.com | www.rmmenvirolaw.com


 


 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended
only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is privileged,
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confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not an intended recipient,
or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify the sender by
replying to this message or by telephone.  Thank you.
 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 








From: Webster, Leslie
To: Reilly, Catherine (ADM)
Subject: Fwd: Warriors: Map MB SSPS flows
Date: Thursday, May 14, 2015 7:49:17 AM
Attachments: Map SSPS flows.pdf


Warning.txt


Catherine, do you have 15 minutes today for a warriors emergency? We're meeting
with Tommy this afternoon and I'm trying to get the best info on which of the
buildings that flow to the sanitary sewer pump station are actively connected to the
sanitary sewer today (as in folks there are flushing toilets). We've gotten as far as
the attached map Whig combines aerial photos and water service connection info.
Can you take a quick look and see if we are close? 
Thanks!
Leslie


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Sukardi, Marsha" <MSukardi@sfwater.org>
Date: May 12, 2015 at 4:51:30 PM PDT
To: "Webster, Leslie" <LWebster@sfwater.org>
Subject: Map MB SSPS flows


Hi Leslie,
Here is the map delineating blocks going to SSPS according to the OCC report and the
fact that GSW flows going to Mariposa.
 
I’ll wait for Don or Levon to reply by tomorrow about the Block/Lot numbers before I
try to dig it up myself from the Public Real Estate website.
 
Hope this helps,
Marsha
 
---
Marsha Sukardi
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Wastewater Enterprise
415.551.4529
msukardi@sfwater.org
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Chris Stiles
Cc: mgmurphy@gibsondunn.com; Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Kaufhauser@warriors.com; Kern, Chris


(CPC); pmitchell@esassoc.com; Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Whit Manley; jessica.range@sfgov.com
Subject: Re: GSW Mitigation - Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions Minimization
Date: Monday, May 25, 2015 10:58:48 PM


Thank you, Chris.
We will get back to you, Whit, or Mary Murphy if we have any questions.


Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com
On 5/22/2015 5:22 PM, Chris Stiles wrote:


Joyce,
 
Attached is the revised Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Construction Emissions
Minimization (both a clean version and a redline version).  
 
We shared this language with Jessica Range at the City this afternoon, but have not
gotten any further comments.  We did make revisions to address her initial comments,
however.
 
Let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you,
 
Chris
 
 
Christopher L. Stiles
Attorney
 
 


  


R E M Y | M O O S E | M A N L E Y LLP  
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 800| Sacramento, CA 95814
P (916) 443-2745 x 212| F (916) 443-9017 
cstiles@rmmenvirolaw.com | www.rmmenvirolaw.com


 


 
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This electronic mail message and any attachments are intended
only for the use of the addressee(s) named above and may contain information that is privileged,
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confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If you are not an intended recipient,
or the employee or agent responsible for delivering this e-mail to the intended recipient, you are
hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited.  If you received this e-mail message in error, please immediately notify the sender by
replying to this message or by telephone.  Thank you.
 


Please consider the environment before printing this email.
 
 





